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725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
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CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT (SANTA CRUZ)
DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT

For the
August Meeting of the California Coastal Commission

MEMORANDUM Date: August 7, 2008

TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Charles Lester, Central Coast District Deputy Director
SUBJECT: Deputy Director's Report

Following is a listing for the waivers, emergency permits, immaterial amendments and extensions
issued by the Central Coast District Office for the August 7, 2008 Coastal Commission hearing. Copies
of the applicable items are attached for your review. Each item includes a listing of the applicants
involved, a description of the proposed development, and a project location.

Pursuant to the Commission's direction and adopted procedures, appropriate notice materials were sent
to all applicants for posting at the project site. Additionally, these items have been posted at the District
office and are available for public review and comment.

This report may also contain additional correspondence and/or any additional staff memorandum
concerning the items to be heard on today's agenda for the Central Coast District,
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CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

REGULAR WAIVERS

1. 3-08-028-W Coastal San Luis Resource Conservation District, Attn: Julie Thomas (Oceano & Arroyo Grande, San
Luis Obispo County)
2. 3-08-035-W George & Helen Arroyo (Pacific Grove, Monterey County)

DE MINIMIS WAIVERS
1. 3-08-023-W Oceano Commuity Services District (Oceano, San Luis Obispo County)

EXTENSION - IMMATERIAL
1. 3-04-009-E3 Gregory P. Beardsley (Monterey, Monterey County)

| TOTAL OF 4 ITEMS |
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CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED

DETAIL OF ATTACHED MATERIALS

REPORT OF REGULAR WAIVERS

The Executive Director has determined that the following developments do not require a coastal

development permit pursuant to Section 13250(c) and/or Section 13253(c) of the California Code of
Regulations.

Arroyo Grande Creek Flood Control Channel

3-08-028-W Arroyo Grande Creek (from the South San Luxs
Coastal San Luis Resource Vegetation Management Project, 2008 Sanitation Plant upstream to approximately 1000
Conservation District. Attn: north of confluence with Los Berros Creek; Los
Julie Thomas * ) Berros Creek from confluence east to Century

Lane), Oceano & Arroyo Grande (San Luis Obispo
3-08-035-W 326 square foot addition to an existing 1,225 square | 322 Central Avenue, Pacific Grove (Monterey
George & Helen Arroyo foot single family residence. County)

REPORT OF DE MINIMIS WAIVERS

The Executive Director has determined that the following developments do not require a coastal
development permit pursuant to Section 30624.7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976.

3 08-023-W Repair and/or rcconstruct up to 26 segments of Segments #1 Through#29 Oceano (San LUIS
Occano Commuity Services earthquake damaged sewer mains and/or laterals in Obispo County)

District Oceano. Damage cause by the San Simeon
Earthquake in 2003. Construction will include either |
excavation or trenchless technologies, depending on
segment type and location.

REPORT OF EXTENSION - IMMATERIAL

3-04-009-F3
Gregory P. Beardsley

Construction of 5 residential condomlmum units, 674 | 201 Cannery Row Montcrcy (Monterey County)
square feet of retail commercial space, and 5

basement parking spaces on a 4,750 square foot lot.
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ETATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT WAIVER

Date:  July 24, 2008
To: All Interested Parties

From: Dan Carl, Central Coast District Manager "t/ e
Jonathan Bishop, Coastal Program Analyst

Subject: Coastal Development Permit (CDP) Walver 3-08-028-W
Applicants: Coastal San Luis Obispo Resource Conservation District

Proposed Development

Minor hand trimming of new willow root sprouts to encourage canopy growth; thinning of lower
branches of woody vegetation (primarily willows) located between the levee and the active flow
meander of Arroyo Grande Creek in order to increase channel capacity for flood control purposes;
removal of invasive plant species; and trash and debris removal.

Executive Director’s Waiver Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13252 of the California Code of Regulations, and based on project plans
and information submitted by the applicant(s) regarding the proposed development, the Executive
Director of the California Coastal Commission hereby waives the requxrement for a CDP for the
following reasons:

The proposed project, like the preceding three projects previously authorized by the Commission, has
been similarly designed to avoid adverse impacts to coastal resources by limiting the areal extent of
trimming and vegetation thinning, and limiting such activities to crews using hand tools only. Only
fallen and low overhanging willows branches will be cut and all root balls will be left in tact. The crews
will also remove all invasive exotic species. No heavy machinery will be allowed to enter the creek
channel and the use of herbicides is prohibited. The project includes biological surveys prior to hand
thinning/trimming activities and implements. Biological monitors will be used for the duration of the
project to ensure these activities do not disrupt any occupied habitat areas.

Therefore, the impact to coastal resources will be insignificant within the meaning of California Code of
Regulations Section 13252(e).

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

This waiver is not valid until the waiver has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is
proposed to be reported to the Commission on Thursday, August 7, 2008, in Oceanside. If three
Commissioners object to this walver at that time, then the application shall be processed as a regular
CDP application.

If you have any questions about the propoesal or wish to register an objection, please contact
Jonathan Bishop in the Central Coast District office.

« “

California Coastal Commission



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESQURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNCOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT QFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT WAIVER

Date:  July 24, 2008
To: All Interested Parties

From: Dan Carl, Central Coast District Manager @
Mike Watson, Coastal Planne

Subject: Coastal Development Permit (CDP) Waiver 3-08-035-W
Applicants: George and Helen Arroyo

Proposed Development
326 square foot addition to an existing 1,225 square foot, single-family residence on 322 Central
Avenue in the City of Pacific Grove.

Executive Director’s Waiver Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13250 of the California Code of Regulations, and based on project plans
and information submitted by the applicant(s) regarding the proposed development, the Executive
Director of the California Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a CDP for the
following reasons:

The project is located more than one block inland of the Pacific Grove shoreline, and thus one-block
inland of the recreational trail and main public access thoroughfare that winds along the Pacific Grove
bluffs. The proposed residence (with addition) would be compatible with the size, scale, and aesthetics
of the residential neighborhood in which it is located, and it includes drainage BMPs to reduce
stormwater runoff and remove contaminants prior to conveyance off-site. The project has no potential
for adverse effects on coastal resources and is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

This waiver is not valid until the waiver has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is
proposed to be reported to the Commission on Thursday, August 7, 2008, in Oceanside. If three
Commissioners object to this waiver at that time, then the application shall be processed as a regular
CDP application.

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact Mike
Watson in the Central Coast District office,

« |

California Coastal Commission



STATE OF CALIFORNIA —~ THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD S5CHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT WAIVER

Date: July 24, 2008
To: All Interested Parties

From: Dan Carl, Central Coast District Manager
Jonathan Bishop, Coastal Program Analyst f’

Subject: De Minimis Coastal Development Permit (CDP) Waiver 3-08-023-W
Applicants: Oceano Community Services District

Proposed Development
Repair and/or reconstruct up to 26 segments of earthquake damaged sewer mains and laterals in Oceano.
Construction includes either excavation or trenchless technologies depending on segment location.

Executive Director’s Waiver Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13238 of the California Code of Regulations, and based on project plans
and information submitted by the applicant(s) regarding the proposed development, the Executive
Director of the California Coastal Commission hereby waives the requirement for a CDP for the
following reasons:

The proposed sewer repair/replacement project responds to earthquake damage to the sewer line, and
has been designed to avoid resource impacts and improve habitat values over existing conditions. As
part of project development, alternative alignments were identified for six segments located within or
adjacent to potential coastal wetlands to further reduce the total area of project disturbance from 3.398
acres to 0.062 acres. Other project alternatives considered would not be feasible or would result in
greater resource impacts. No permanent wetland impacts will occur as a result of the project and none of
the project segments will impact public access to or along the shoreline.

The project includes built-in mitigation measures to ensure that coastal resources are clearly protected
during construction (including pre-construction surveys, exclusionary fencing to protect all habitat areas,
personnel training, and water quality BMPs), and includes restoration immediately following completion
of construction to enhance habitats in and around the project area to a higher level of resource value than
exists today. Staff has worked closely with the Applicant to develop a sensitively designed project that
can correct a serious sewer line problem that is currently leading to resource degradation in Oceano. As
proposed, the project represents the results of that effort, and avoids the potential for adverse effects on
coastal resources. As such, the project is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

This waiver is not valid until the waiver has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is
proposed to be reported to the Commission on Thursday, August 7, 2008, in Oceanside. If four
Commissioners object to this waiver at that time, then the application shall be processed as a regular
CDP application.

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to registcr an objection, please contact
Jonathan Bishop in the Central Coast District office.

« Q

California Coastal Commission




STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

NOTICE OF PROPOSED PERMIT EXTENSION

Date: July 24, 2008
To: All Interested Parties

From: Dan Carl, Central Coast District Manager C6CAA
Susan Craig, Coastal Planner

Subject: Proposed Extension to Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 3-04-009
Applicant: Gregory P. Beardsley

Original CDP Approval

CDP 3-04-009 was approved by the Coastal Commission on July 15, 2004, and provided for the
construction of 5 residential condominium units, 674 square feet of retail commercial space, and 5
basement parking spaces on a 4,750 square foot lot on the inland side of Cannery Row in the City of
Monterey.

Proposed CDP Extension
The expiration date of CDP 3-04-009 would be extended by one year to July 15, 2009. The
Commission’s reference number for this proposed extension is 3-04-009-E3.

Executive Director’s Changed Circumstances Determination

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 13169 of the California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director of the
California Coastal Commission has determined that there are no changed circumstances affecting the
approved development’s consistency with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, as applicable.

Coastal Commission Review Procedure

The Executive Director’s determination and any written objections to it will be reported to the
Commission on Thursday, August 7, 2008, in Oceanside. If three Commissioners object to the Executive
Director’s changed circumstances determination at that time, then the extension shall be denied and the
development shall be set for a full hearing of the Commission.

If you have any questions about the proposal or wish to register an objection, please contact Susan
Craig in the Central Coast District office.

«

California Coastal Commission



. STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY Amold Schwarzenegger, Govemor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 427-4863

August 6, 2008

To: Commissioners and Interested Parties

From: Charles Lester, Senior Deputy Director, Central Coast District

Re: ' Additional Information for Commission Meeting Thursday, Auqust 7, 2008

Agenda ltem Applicant Description Page
Th27b, MCO-MAJ-1-08 Pt.1 Monterey County(Salinas Rd./Hwy 1)Correspondence 1
Th28a, A-3-MCO-08-37 Big Sur Preservation Alliance 49-day waiver 15
Th29a, A-3-GRB-07-051 IGIT, Inc. ExParte Communications 17
Staff Report Addendum 19
Correspondence 25
Th29b, 3-08-13 Cannery Row Marketplace ExParte Communications 37
Correspondence 47

MISCELLANEOUS - ITEM NOT ON AUGUST AGENDA

Letter to Commission from Ed Davidson — Proposed sale of state tidelands at “Its Beach” by
State Parks Dept. to City of Santa Cruz. 73

G:\Central Coast\Administrative Items\DD Report Forms\Addendum DD Rpt.doc
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THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
LOU[S R. CALCAGNO, SUFERVISOR » SECOND DISTRICT

August 1, 2008 qeceivec

r, Parrick Kruer, Chair , . TNIRAL cppcy Sl U
San Diego Coast District Office Ca'gg{,"{%ecg%a%@;g”&’s’?ﬁ‘D" AST AREA
California Coastal Commission,
7575 Merropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402

Re: LCP Amendment No. MCO-MAJ-1-08 Part 1/ Agenda Itemn No. Th27hb
Dear Chair Kruer & Comnissioners:

T am writing as the elected representavive of over 80,000 residents of the 2* District on the Monrerey

- County Board of Supervisors, which includes the portion of Highway 1 that is the subject of the above
referenced LCP Amendment, to urge the Commission to deny any motion to reject Major Amendment
Numbper 1-08, which has been submitted for your consideration by the County of Monterey.

Safety improvements to the Salinas Road interchange on Highway 101 are desperately needed. This
inrerscction is the single most dangerous section of highway for wavelers in all of Monterey Connty. In
order for CalTrans to make the much-needed improvements, which will save many lives in the Rature, -
some language in the LCP needs to be changed. The staffs from CalTrans, the Coastal Commission, and
the Monterey County Planning Department have carefully crafred the proposed langnage amendments
to allow the intersection improvements to proceed as planned without compromise to rhe integrity of
the palicdes of the California Coastal Ac. '

It is also importanr to consicer that Highway 1 from the Santa Cruz County line to Castroville serves as
a viral transportation corvidor necessary for the viability of fishing and ag industries as well as far access
by visitors to the coastline. The scape of this project is to improve safety along this important corridor
for existing traffic, which serves to fulfill the primary goals of the California Coastal Act: vo provide
shoreline access for the general public; and, ro preserve rthe fishing and agricultural industries along
California’s coastline. ‘

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincgrely yours,
ouis R. Calcagno
Supervisor, 2nd Districe :

County of Monterey, Board of Supervisors

LRC;ce

P.O. BOX 757, 11140 SPEEGLE STREET CASTROVILLE, CA esotg
TELEPMONES: (831) 756-5022; (BS31) 847-7722; {B31) 724-B22B, EXT. 502’2; FAX: (B31} 833-0201; EMAIL: dIBlrlutz@Gu.muniar\a;}.u;.\.us
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v STATE GF CALIFORNIA—-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY " b ; é ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Item Th27b — In Favor

50 HIGUERA STREET
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415
PHONE (805) 549-3431
FAX (805) 549-3062 ‘
TTY 711 : H W {”‘ g @
http//www.dot.ca.gov/dist05 : wm ne¥ wer!

. Be energy efficient!

JUL 31 2008
G w;" A COMIMIS
July 28, 2008 CFR IHAL (‘OAS T AREA

Patrick Kruer, Chair & Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

San Diego Coast District Office

7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103
San Diego, CA 92108-4402

Dear Chairman & Commissioners:

08/07/08 COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM Th27b
MONTEREY COUNTY LCP AMENDMENT NO. MCO-MAJ-1-08 PART 1
(HIGHWAY ONE-SALINAS ROAD INTERSECTION)

The purpose of this letter is to convey the Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) support and
concurrence of the Coastal Commission Staff Report, which recommends approval of the Monterey
County Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment.

Approval of this amendment would allow much needed public safety and operational improvements
at the Highway One-Salinas Road intersection, and allow the County of Monterey to issue the
Coastal Development Permit required for the project contract.

Caltrans has collaborated closely with Commission staff to ensure success for the project and all
mitigation required. Attached is a project fact sheet that we hope you find informative. Thank you

for your consideration,

Sincerely,

Kool

RICHARD KRUMHOLZ
District 5 Director

Attachment

“Caltrans improves mobility across California” ) 3
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HIGHWAY 1IN MONTEREY COUNTY

Salinas Road

Ihtcrchange Project

improvements to address accident
history: 83 collisions & 3 fatal incidents
{2001-2005);

» Removes left-turn conflicts;

» Reduces delay & idling time for up to
43,000 vehicles a day on Hwy 1 &

Salinas Road;

> Reflects a community-driven design with
minimum feasible footprint;

» Improves coastal access for recreational
travelers, product mobility for agricultural
businesses & mobility for residents;

» Compatible with existing 2-lane roadway
to the south;

» Upgrades transit, park & ride, bicycle &
pedestrian facilities.

L e R AR TSI s 8 R T
' PROJECT DESCR

'DESCRIPTION

Existing Highway 1/Salinas Road Intersection

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Proied Complete i

Begin Construction \

Right-of-Way Acg

' 1he project will construct:

» A new interchange to carry
Sdlinas Road over Highway 1;
> New on- and off-ramps;
» A frontage road between Salinas &

Jensen Roads fo direct traffic 1o safe
entry & exit points on Highway 1;

» A private frontage road to improve
access to local businesses.

s

FoNDING

i R

Estimated schedule - subject to revision

IMPACT MINIMIZATION & MITIGATION

Proposition 1B - $37,061,000
RTIP - $9,945,000
ITIP - $1,510,000

Cualtrans District 5
50 Higuera Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
805-549-3318 Email: info-d5@dot.ca.goyv

The project was designed to:

» Include context sensitive, community
based design features;

» Meet only expected growth;

» Retain Highway 1's two-lane rural
agricultural character;

» Have the least feasible agricultural
conversion and impacts to wetlands;

» Fully mitigate for unavoidable
encroachment onto 0.2 acres of
agricultural ditches which are coastal
wetlands;

» Fully mitigate for unavoidable
encroachment onto agricultural lands.



HIGHWAY 1 IN MONTEREY COUNTY

The design was developed
collaboratively with local residents,
businesses, and resource agencies. The
project has wide local support.

+ Citizens Advisory Group (local
residents, farmers, business owners)
e Transportation Agency of Monterey
County
Cadlifornia Highway Patrol
L VALLEY Monterey County Public Works and
y } Department of Planning and Building
E » Monterey County Supervisor's Office
N f of Lou Calcagno
s Monterey County Agricultural
. ’~ E Commission
X " i * Monterey County Agricultural and
SN U Historical Conseryancy
' California Coastal Commission
North County Fire Protection District
U.S. Representative Sam Farr
Monterey-Salinas Transit
Elkhorn Slough Foundation

“hteroy BaY

Ay,

MONTEREY
PENINSULA

‘\Y-" SALINAS

QT S e v
Alternative 7

Partial Dismond with Onra
Salings Road lmnm i

Salinas Road

Duerchange Project

5-Mon-1
KP160.7:161.3/ PM92.5-101.3
EA. 115920

Fryy—

Caltrans District 5
50 Higuera Street, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
805-549-3318 Email: info-d5@dot.ca.gov
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ARG UUMVISSION TRANSPORTATION AGENGY
CERTRAL COAST ARFA FOR MONTEREY COUNTY
e, " s e L S

wiricdlon Planming Agency » Congeslian Managomaont Planning

Rocional Trems
inrnssiey s = Maniorey County Servieg Auihailly lor breeways & Expressways

3 e wmpestletiin €723
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Pleasa distribute o Commissioners

. THa7? b
| August$, 2&’08 5. e
| RECEIVED
| Patrick Kroar, Chair P
witornia Coastal Commission AG € 5 2008
e/ Peter Donglas, Execulive Director CALIFQRANA
v COASTALS Ittt SEitIy

* 45 Fremont Streel, Suite 2000
San rancisco, CA 94105-2219
: FAX (415) 904-5400

R

i 3. Highway 1 — Salinas Road [nterchange
! SUIMPORT for Liocal Coastal Plan Amendment MCO-MAJ-1-08 Part 1
Heatfing Agenda Jtem Th27b
Dear Directpr Douglas:
'The I'ranaportation Agencey for Monterey County strongly supports the staff
recommendilion to approve the Local Coastal Plan amendment requested by the County

mh

 OQur Ageny

. stute fafvast

_ A unlgjue f¢
Posirrountling
- Group that
: into the sue

profile.
i unavoidablg loss of some agricultutal land and wetlands. Coastal Commission staftf
participated as 4 valuable resource to this group and we ars pleased that they are

of Manierey
forward in
suppotting t

with the po
Highway 1
Our agencic
improveme

. T'his action will allow a critical highway safety improvement to move
manner that mitigates and minimizes agricultural land impacts while

he Commission’s primary mission to improve coastal access.

has worked hand-in-hand with Caltrans to bring this safety project to fuilion
| of reducing the frequency and severity of crashes that ocour at the

~ Salinas Road area, The California Transportatlon Comimission has joined
5 in recognizing the statewlde importance ol this salety and congestion relief
it by granting $35 million in construction funding from the voter-approved

ucture bond.

pture ol this project is how clossly it was designed in coordination wiils ihe

community and government ngencies. Cahrans created a Citizens Advisory

et for over two years to provide input on how to best integrate the project

nunding environment. As a result, the amount of affected agricultyral land

was reduged, the wetlands impacts were minimized and the project has a low visual

siiirans is also working with the Elkhorn Slough Foundation to offset the

recommerding suppast for the Local Coastal Plan amendment,

b
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: Letter to Pergr Douglas, Executive Dircctor Pape 2
. California Cpastal Commission
August §, 2008

Construction| of an interchange at Fighway 1 and Salinas Road is a spot improvement
. will promatq regional mobility and coastal access in a way that is safer for all travelers.
I'his project will also fhcilitate north-south travel along the US 101 carridor, an
. allernative tg the heavily-congested Highway 1. Thank you very much for your positive
* cansideritios of (his amendment.

; -y
Sinér 'l_y,/ /.
E I~ ' rj"ll ,’/’
. 13gbra L. Halo

Yixeputive Djrector

“co; Richrd Raosales, Caltrans project manager
Monjerey County Supervisor Lou Caleagno

[‘:\Cnn’w‘:pcvmiencc\2003\Douglas - LCP for Salinas Road interchange.doc

FAX NO. 831 775 0887 | P,
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DALE E. BONNER
Secretary

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
Governor

Office of Military & Asrospace Support
Department of Motor Vehicles

Office of the Pafient Advocate
Department of Real Estate

Office of Real Estate Appraisers
Office of Traffic Safety

Department of Transportation

Deparirment of Alcohelic Beverage Control
Departrment of Corporations

Deapartment of Financial Institulions

California Highway Patrol

Califomnia Housing Finance Agency

Department of Housing & Community Development
Deapartmant of Managed Health Care

BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY
July 8, 2008

Patrick Kruer, Chair

California Coastal Commission
¢/o The Monarch Group

7727 Herschel Avenue
LaJolla, CA 92037

Dear Chairman Kruer:

HIGHWAY ONE-SALINAS ROAD INTERSECTION
MONTEREY COUNTY LCP AMENDMENT NO. MCO-MAJ-2-08 PART 1

The purpose of this letter is to stress the importance that action be taken on the Salinas Road
Intersection (July 2008 Meeting Agenda item 16.d) no later than your August 2008 hearing,

This project will receive bond funds from the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account, made
available through voter approved Proposition 1B. Governor Schwarzenegger has heightened the
level of accountability and transparency on bond-funded projects with sharp focus on their
delivery within their approved scope, cost and schedule.

This project was due for a hearing this month. The Department of Transportation (Caltrans) will
already incur additional costs with the one-month delay to the August 2008 meeting,

This project is ready for your consideration and action. -‘While your staff recommendation allows
maximum flexibility of up to one year (August 2009) to bring it to hearing, action later than
August 2008 has the potential to jeopardize the funding and ultimately risks the delivery of the
project.

1 urge you to ensure that action is taken on this important item no later than Aungust 2008.
Sincerely,
J DQ:;:RGART
Deputy Secretary
Transportation & Infrastructure
Ce: Peter Douglas — CCC Executive Director
980 9th Street, Suite 2450 = Sacramento, CA 95814-2719 » (916) 323-5400 « 1 (800) 924-2842 » Fax: {916) 323-5440

FLEX YOUR POWER! « BE ENERGY EFFICIENT!
\ 9
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Salinas, CA 93902 '
D el 831.422.5868 AUG 0 4 2008
T fux 831.758.6053

™ . - AgLand Trust H_EGE{_V_EB_
/ﬁ ‘ “m P.O. Box 1731

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL GOM
CENTRAL cmé"*r'ﬁgy

August 1, 2008 Position: In Favor

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St.
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Item No. Th27b
Commissioners:

The Ag Land Trust (formerly the Monterey County Agricultural and Historic Land Conser-
vancy, Inc.) would like to lend its support to the Highway One-Salinas Road interchange pro-
ject. We have been working with Cal Trans for several years in an attempt to work out an ag-
ricultural mitigation for the loss of agricultural land in the project area. We have been work-
ing closely with Wendy Waldron (wendy_waldron@dot.ca.gov) and have come up with fa-
vorable mitigation options. The above together with removing one of the most dangerous
traffic situations on the California coast makes for a very favorable project. Feel free to call if

you have any questions or comments.

Very truly yours,
(8 B et

Brian Rianda, Managing Director, Ag Land Trust
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA —THE RESQURCES AGENCY M ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor -
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION : | 3 L doly
SENTALCORTOITRCT 0PI Y oy (LS LSS (o) ¥ S,

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95080

(831) 427-4863 FAX (831) 427-4877 GP\ e \/ \(ES “'\" o) A YY\Q{\ CM\&

www.coastal.ca.gov \\ ves \\f\ C:S)_/\_ngz__ A

\m O\e/ /\j\\{+ neeAS_ Page: 1

T \C(\DW Date:  july 24, 2008

IMPORTANT PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE tanle youw

Local Coastal Program

. \__QY‘T‘\
R E C E 'V Eig/vay One-Salinas Road (intersection, south of ‘,C WC@A

AUG 0 4 2008 Jensen Road to Trafton Road, North County area),

Monterey County :
CALIFORNIA " |Miss Lorri Lockwood
COASTAL COMMISSION LCP AMENDMENT NO. MCO-MAJ- 1 -08 Part 1 go SOX 2(:6119
CENTRAL COAST AREA ig Sur, 3920-0264

Highway One-Salinas Road Interchange

Amend Monterey County's Local Coastal Program North County Implementation Plan (Sections
20.144.060.C.2 and 20.144.080.D.2 to allow certain public safety improvements at the Highway One-

Salinas Road intersection, including a new overpgss and f_ro/ntg,gg_:oad. \QOJA \'
HEARING DATE AND LOCATION:

DATE: Thursday, August 7, 2008
TIME: Meeting begins at 8:00 AM ITEM NO: Th27b
PLACE: City of Oceanside, City Council Chambers

300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA
PHONE: (760) 801-0718

one number is only for when the meetlng is in session}
HEARING PROCEDURES: {please note this teleph y
This item has been scheduled for a public hearing and vote. People wishing to testify on this matter
may appear at the hearing or may present their concerns by letter to the Commission on or before
the hearing date. The Coastal Commission is not equipped to receive comments on any official business
by electronic mail. Any information relating to official business should be sent to the appropriate
Commission office using U.S, Mail or courier service,

AVAILABILITY OF STAFF REPORT

A copy of the staff report on this matter is available on the Coastal Commission's website at
hitp:/imww coastal.ca.gov/mtgeurr.htm!. Alternatively, you may request a paper copy of the report from
Lee Otter, Coastal Program Analyst, at the Central Coast District office.

SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN MATERIALS:

If you wish to submit written materials for review by the Commission, please observe the following
suggestions:

- We request that you submit your materials to the Commission staff no later than three working days
before the hearing (staff will then distribute your materials to the Commission).

* Mark the agenda number of your item, the application number, your name and your position in favor
or opposition to the project on the upper right hand corner of the first page of your submission. f you do
not know the agenda number, contact the Commission staff person listed on page 2.

& CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION , ; 12
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Dobler & Sons, LLC 74 decelvec

JUL 25
- Growers & Packefrs of Fresh California Vegetables - 2 ?Una
California Coastai Lommission
174 STRUVE ROAD San Diego Coast District

MOSS LANDING, CA 95039-9639
(831) 722-3057 * {831) 633-2409
FAX (831) 724-3824

R .
& ﬁmﬁ;ﬂ o b
RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission JUL 2 9 7003
San Diego Coast District Office

Attention: Patrick Kruer, Chair & Commissioners
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103

San Diego, CA 92108-4402

July 23, 2008

Dear Sirs,

I am writing you regarding the project at the intersection at Highway 1 and Salinas Road
in Monterey County. I received a note that the hearing on this project has been delayed
for some reason.

I just wanted to express my concern for the project and hope that there is no problem in
proceeding with it. This is a badly needed improvement to the road. Myself and
employees pass this intersection multiple times each day and slow down and hope we
make it through without incident each time. I personally have pulled a friend out of his
vehicle after a crash there in which two people in the car that hit him died.

Again, | just wanted to express my concern that the project would not be delayed or risk
losing funding.

Respectfully,

L 2oL

Steven Dobler
Farmer
Jensen Road & Struve Road Area




e I
Marty Ackerman

112 Ocean View Way Santa Cruz, CA 95062 831/426-8041

Tuly 21, 2008 RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission JUL 2 8 73
San Diego Coast District Office CALIECDE
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 COASTAL :
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 CFNTRAL COAS

Re:  Highway One-Salinas Road Intersection
Amendment to Monterey County Local Coastal Plan
August 7, 2008 Meeting - Agenda Item Number 27(b)

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

For a number of years I commuted several times a week between North Monterey County and the
cities of Monterey and/or Santa Cruz. My drive necessitated use of the intersection of Salinas Road
and Highway One, and I have never in my life dreaded an intersection more than that one. Traffic on
Highway One is so fast and heavy that on numerous occasions when I needed to from Salinas Road
onto Highway One going south (toward Monterey), the traffic was so heavy that I instead tumed nght
onto Highway One North, exited the highway into the City of Watsonville, turned around, and went
back onto Highway One South.

In addition, vehicles trying to turn left onto Salinas Road from Highway One South can wait several
minutes before being able to do so, and traffic often backs up beyond the “stacking” lane.

One memorable morning several years ago I had the unfortunate experience of coming upon a car that
minutes before had been hit by a truck and torn almost in half while trying to turn left, onto
Southbound Highway One, from Salinas Road. The image of this fatality accident still haunts me
today.

It 1s essential that the Coastal Commission support the Amendment to the Monterey County Local
Coastal Plan to allow for the road improvements that will improve safety and productivity for coastal
residents. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Marty A¢kerman

Receivec
JUL 22 9nna

California Goasia wummisslon
San Diego Coast District
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SYATE OF BALIFORNIA- YHE REROURCAS AGENEY
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRIGT OFFIEE J UL 18 2008

725 FRONT STREET, 5UITE 900 : @ *o' ¢

mommtage consaL ORI \ Tt

FHONE: 31 427-4 / ( it
A COAMISGER

Waiver of 49 Day Rule for an Appeal of a Local
Government Cnastal Development Permit Decisit n

Local Government Applicatiun Number: PLN00S12.

Coastal Commission Appeal Number: A ~-3-Mco=- 0 t?' - 037 ——
Bt'g Swv Preservation Allismce

Applicant Name:

w
Appesl Filing Date: 7 / 14 / 08 ——

1 hereby waive my right to 2 heering of the above-referenced appeal within 45 days af i the
appeal hay been filed as estzblished by Public Resources Code Sections 30621 a2nd 3062 {a), ]
understand that the local dec:sion approving my coastal development permit application ha benn
stayed and that T have no nuthorized permit to proceed with my project untl the Cal ‘ornia
Coastal Commission takes i final action on the praject or the appeal is withdrawn. also
understand that the first Coastil Commission hearing on my item may only be a deterrnina on a5
to whether the appeal raises a "substantiel issue.” If substantiel issue is found, the de novo
hearing on the merits of the project may be continued to a subsequent meeting. Althc ugh 1
understand that the Commis:iiom may not be able to honor my scheduling requests, ! reque :{ that
the referenced appealed projict be scheduled for ——

[Applicant or Applicant's Arthorized Representative must sign and date below.]

NN Tefsy

Signnturs of Applicartdr Applicant’s A Jthdtized Representative Dete
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 4274877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

Prepared August 5, 2008 (for August 7, 2008 hearing)

To: Commissioners and Interested Persons

From: Dan Carl, District Manager THAOL—~
Jonathan Bishop, Coastal Planner

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for Th29a
Appeal A-3-GRB-07-051 (Pacific Coast Hotel)

In the time since the release of the above-referenced staff report, staff has identified some minor
corrections that will help clarify and make explicit certain aspects of the staff recommendation with
respect to the condominium hotel component of the proposed project. These corrections do not alter the
basic premise of the staff recommendation, rather they merely clarify certain aspects of it related to
ensuring that the project adequately protects and provides for general public overnight use of the units in
question. Special condition 8, starting on page 9 of the staff report, is replaced in its entirety as follows:

8. Hotel. The hotel component of the project consists of hotel areas (i.e., lobby, front desk, offices,
washing areas, maintenance areas, etc.) that will be owned by the hotel owner(s), and individual
condominium hotel units and common areas that will be owned by unit owners. The hotel
component of the project shall be subject to the following:

a. Hotel Plans. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee shall
submit for Executive Director review and approval two copies of plans and documentation
materials (hotel plans) that clearly identify: all elements of the hotel component of the project
(together the “hotel”); the manner in which ownership will be applied to each element of the
hotel, including hotel areas, common areas, and individual units; a hotel operator responsible for
managing the hotel, including the booking of reservations for all units; the hotel lobby area
configuration and operational parameters; and the mechanism by which the individual units are
to be booked, including at a minimum provisions for a reservation data base to be managed by
the hotel operator. As used in herein and in this condition, the terms “book”, “booked”, and
“booking” shall mean the confirmation of a reservation request for use of an individual unit by
either the owner of the unit, the owner’s permitted user, or by a member of the public, and the
entry of such confirmation in the hotel operator’s reservation data base.

The hotel shall be maintained in its approved state, and shall be managed and operated consistent
with the approved hotel plans.

b. Unit Owner Occupancy Limitations. Each unit owner, including any individual, family, group,
or partnership of owners for a given unit (no matter how many owners there are) may use their
unit for no more than 84 days in any calendar year, and no more than 14 total days between the

«

California Coastal Commission
A-3-GRB-07-051 (Pacific Coast Hotel) stfrpt addendum 8.7.2008 hrg.doc
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Appeal A-3-GRB-07-051
Pacific Coast Hotel
Staff Report Addendum
Page 2

Saturday of the Memorial Day weekend through the Monday of the Labor Day weekend, with no
stay exceeding 29 consecutive days of use during any 60 day period. Such occupancy limitations
shall be unaffected by multiple owners of an individually owned unit or the sale of a unit to a
new owner or new owners during the calendar year, meaning that all such owners of any given
unit shall be collectively subject to the occupancy restrictions as if they were a single, continuous
owner. Whenever any unit is not occupied by its owner(s), that unit shall be available for use by
the general public on the same basis as a traditional hotel room.

¢. Rental Agent Allowed. Each owner of a unit shall have the right, at its sole discretion, to engage
a rental agent of his or her choice to serve as the rental agent for their unit, but any engagement
of such agent other than the hotel operator shall be on a non-exclusive basis. Whether or not the
hotel operator is selected as an owner’s exclusive rental agent, the hotel operator shall manage
the booking and the reservation of all units in the hotel. The hotel operator shall have the right
and obligation to offer any unit for general public use during all time periods not reserved by a
~ unit owner for his or her personal use, or for the use of an owner’s permitted user, or reserved for
use by a public renter procured by an owner’s rental agent who is not the operator. As more fully
described herein, unit owners shall report and personally certify the rental rate and terms of any
rental of the owner’s unit made independently of the hotel operator, and the hotel operator shall
book all unit reservations in the operator’s reservation database, a service for which the hotel
operator may charge the unit owner a reasonable fee.

If the hotel operator is not serving as the exclusive rental agent for a unit, then the hotel operator
shall nevertheless have the right, working through the unit owners or their designated rental
agent, to book any unoccupied room to fulfill public demand. The owner or an owner’s rental
agent may not withhold units from use unless they have already been reserved for use by the
owner, consistent with the length of occupancy limitations identified above. In all circumstances,
the hotel operator shall have full access to the unit’s reservation and booking schedule so that the
operator can fulfill its booking and management obligations hereunder.

d. Unit Marketing. The hotel operator shall market all units to the general public. Owners of
individually owned units may also independently market their units. Unit owners shall not
discourage rental of their units nor create disincentives meant to discourage rental of their units

e. Hotel Management. The hotel operator shall manage all aspects of the hotel, including but not
limited to reservation booking, mandatory front desk check-in and check-out, maintenance, and
cleaning services (including preparing units for use by guests/owners, a service for which the
operator may charge unit owners a reasonable fee). All unit keys shall be electronic and shall be
newly created by the hotel operator upon each change in user occupancy for any unit. All units
shall be rented at a rate similar to that charged for traditional hotel rooms of a similar class or
amenity level in the California coastal zone.

((é\ | ) 20

California Coastal Commission



Appeal A-3-GRB-07-051
Pacific Coast Hotel
Staff Report Addendum
Page 3

f. Marketing and Sale of Condominium Interests. All documents related to the marketing and
sale of condominium interests in units (including marketing materials, sales contracts, deeds,
CC&Rs and similar documents, ete.) shall notify potential buyers of the following:

1. Each owner of any unit is jointly and severally liable with the hotel owner(s) and the hotel
operator for any violations of the terms and conditions of coastal development permit A-3-
GRB-07-051 with respect to the use of that owner’s unit; and

2. The occupancy of a unit by its owner(s) and their guests is restricted to a maximum of 84 days
per calendar year, a maximum of 14 total days between the Saturday of the Memorial Day
weekend through the Monday of the Labor Day weekend, and a maximum of 29 consecutive
days of use during any 60 day period. When not in use by the owner, the unit shall be made
available for rental by the hotel operator to the general public pursuant to the terms of coastal
development permit A-3-GRB-07-051, which permit and the CC&Rs applicable to the unit
contain additional restrictions on use and occupancy; and

3. Each owner of a unit who does not retain the operator of the hotel as his or her rental agent
shall be obligated by the governing documents of the hotel to truthfully report to the hotel
operator (and to certify each such report) each effort, if any, he or she has made to rent his or
her unit to a member of the public, and the terms and conditions of any such offer, and the
terms and conditions of each rental offer which has been accepted by a member of the public.

Prior to the sale of an individual unit, the unit’s seller and the hotel operator (and any successors-
in-interest) shall obtain a written acknowledgement from the buyer indicating that they
understand, acknowledge, and accept each of the above marketing and sale restrictions.

g. Conversion Prohibited. The conversion of the approved units to other types of limited use
overnight visitor accommodation units (e.g., timeshare, fractional ownership, etc.) or to full-time
occupancy condominium units or to any other units with use arrangements that differ from the
approved project shall be prohibited.

h. Occupancy and Use Monitoring and Recording. The hotel operator and any successors-in-
interest shall monitor and record hotel occupancy and use by the general public and the owners of
individual units throughout each year. Such monitoring and record keeping shall include specific
accounting of owner usage for each individual unit; rates paid for hotel occupancy and for
advertising and marketing efforts; and transient occupancy taxes (TOT) for all units, services for
which the hotel operator may charge unit owners a reasonable fee. The records shall be sufficient
to demonstrate compliance with the restrictions set forth in Sections 8(a) through 8(g) above. All
such records shall be maintained for ten years and shall be made available to the Executive
Director upon request and to any auditor required by Section 8(i) below. Within 30 days of
commencing hotel operations, the hotel operator shall submit notice to the Executive Director of
commencement of hotel operations.

(((\\ o 21
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Appeal A-3-GRB-07-051
Pacific Coast Hotel
Staff Report Addendum
Page 4

i.

Audit. WITHIN 120 DAYS OF THE END OF THE FIRST CALENDAR YEAR OF HOTEL
OPERATIONS, the hotel operator shall retain an independent auditing company, approved by
the Executive Director, to perform an audit to evaluate compliance with this special condition
regarding occupancy restrictions, marketing and sale restrictions, management requirements,
recordkeeping, and monitoring by the hotel owner(s), the individual unit owners, and the hotel
operator. The hotel operator shall instruct the auditor to prepare a report identifying the auditor’s
findings, conclusions and the evidence relied upon, and such report shall be submitted to the
Executive Director, upon request, within six months after the conclusion of the first year of hotel
operations. '

Within 120 days of the end of each succeeding calendar year, the hotel operator shall submit a
report identifying compliance with this special condition regarding occupancy restrictions,
marketing and sale restrictions, management requirements, recordkeeping, and monitoring by the
hotel owner(s), the individual unit owners, and the hotel operator to the Executive Director. The
audit required after the first year of operations and all subsequent reports shall evaluate
compliance by the hotel operator and owners of individual units during the prior one-year period.
After the first five calendar years of hotel operations, the one-year reporting period may be
extended to two years upon written approval of the Executive Director if each of the previous
reports reveal compliance with all restrictions imposed by this special condition. The Executive
Director may, by written notice to the hotel operator, require a third party audit regarding the
subject matter of the reports required in this section for the prior three or fewer calendar years if
he or she reasonably believes that the foregoing submitted reports are materially inaccurate. The
hotel owner(s), each individual unit owner, and the hotel operator shall fully cooperate with and
shall promptly produce any existing documents and records which the auditor may reasonably
request. The expense of any such audit shall be borne by the hotel owner(s) and/or the hotel
operator.

Compliance Required. The hotel owner(s) and hotel operator or any successors-in-interest shall
maintain the legal ability to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions stated above at all
times in perpetuity, and shall be responsible in all respects for ensuring that all parties subject to
these restrictions comply with the restrictions. The hotel owner(s) and the hotel operator shall be
jointly and severally responsible for ensuring compliance with the requirements described in this
condition and/or recorded against the property, as well as jointly and severally liable for
violations of said requirements. Each owner of an individual unit is also jointly and severally
liable with the hotel owner(s) and hotel operator for all violations of said requirements and for
any and all violations of the terms and conditions coastal development permit A-3-GRB-07-051
with respect to the use of that owner’s unit. Violations of this coastal development permit can
result in penalties pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30820.

CC&R Declaration of Restrictions. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION,
the Permittee shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director text a
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Appeal A-3-GRB-07-051
Pacific Coast Hotel
Staff Report Addendum
Page 5

declaration of restrictions in a recordable covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&R) form
(CC&R Declaration of Restrictions) which shall include:

1. All the specific restrictions listed in Sections 8(a) fhrough 8(j) above;

2. Acknowledgement that these same restrictions are independently imposed as condition
requirements of coastal development permit A-3-GRB-07-051;

3. A statement that the provisions of the CC&R Declaration of Restrictions that reflect the
requirements of Sections 8(a) through 8(j) above, cannot be changed without approval of a
coastal development permit amendment, unless it is determined by the Executive Director of
the Coastal Commission that such an amendment is not legally required. If there is a section
of the CC&Rs related to amendments, and the statement provided pursuant to this paragraph
is not in that section, then the section on amendments shall cross-reference this statement and
clearly indicate that it controls over any contradictory statements in the section of the CC&Rs
related to amendments.

The approved CC&R Declaration of Restrictions described above shall be recorded against all
individual property titles simultaneously with the recordation of the subdivision map for the
approved project.

Implementation Plan. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee
shall submit for Executive Director review and approval a plan specifying how the requirements
of this condition will be implemented. The plan must include, at a minimum, the form of the
sale, deed and CC&R terms and restrictions that will be used to satisfy these special condition
requirements and the form of the rental program agreement to be entered into between the
individual unit owners, the hotel owner(s), and the hotel operator. The plan shall demonstrate
that the Permittee will establish mechanisms that provide the hotel owner(s) and hotel operator
and any successor-in-interest hotel owner(s) and hotel operator adequate legal authority to
implement the requirements of this condition. Any proposed changes to the approved plan and
subsequent documents pertaining to compliance with and enforcement of the terms and
conditions required by this condition, including deed restrictions and CC&Rs, shall be prohibited
without an amendment to coastal development permit A-3-GRB-07-051, unless it is determined
by the Executive Director that an amendment is not legally required.

California Coastal Commission
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PEVELOMMENT

RECEIVED

Aligust 5. 2008 AUG 0 5 2008
CA

Chairman Patrick Kruer COA L%Wﬁssmm

California Coastal Commission CENTRAL onaeT AREA

The Monarch Group
7727 Herschel Ave,
La Jolla, Callfornia 820387

Dear Chairman Kruer:
It was a pleasure meetling you on Wednesday July 30, 2008. In our meeling, you raised the
issue of whether | could personally guarantee that the project would function as a hotel.

As you know, | am president and CEQ of IGIT, Inc., the permit applicant for the Pacific Coast
Hotel project in Grover Beach, California. 1GIT has only two shareholders - myself and my wife.

P will personally guarantee 1GIT's performance under the conditions of the permit.

IGIT will own and operate the Pacific Coast Hotel according 1o the permit conditions, or 1GIT will
own and contract with a qualifiesd operator to run the Pacific Coast Mote!l according to the permit
conditions, or 1GIT will sell its hotsl interest to a third-party owner who will assume the
responsibility for hotel operations under the permit conditions.

As you will recognize from this letter, | am committed to ensuring that this project will operate as
a hotel,

Many thanks for your consideration.

T T
"VW
mﬁ”@g{'/ay&a’/ﬁ/ms, EO and President, 1GIT Inc.

G Charles Laster, Dan Carl, and Jonathan Bishop

sl PO Box 380 . Drover Beoohy OA 382
o As oot HOM et o Chover Batehs, CA 93AEE o Phoneg 80D 4818680 o Fopd O 481800
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RECEIVED

AUG O 5 2008 |
CAL\FORNIAI Briscor Ivester & BAZEL 1.Lp
COASTAL COMM'SS‘QE 1 5; '\\:\:Z ?::1;! i»;x{r:rt
CENTRAL COAST ARE o B T TLO08 el

{415y 402-2700
rax (415} 398-5630

Anastasia M. Tefesersky
{41351 4022707
aielesctskyiigbriscoslaw net

August 3, 2008

Re:  Request to be scheduled on the Consent Calendar for August 7, 2008

Dear Coastal Commission Staff:
We are writing to request on behalf of our client IGIT, Inc. to be placed on the Consent
Calendar for August 7, 2008 (Item 26). We are currently scheduled as Item 29(a). We are in

agreement with all of the general and special conditions that have been drafied by the staff of the
Coastal Commission for the Pacific Coast Hotel project.

Sincerely yours,

BRISCOE IVESTER & BAZEL LLP

ﬂw (i /2/4&}!

Anastasia M, Telesetsky
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LAW OFFICES OF BABAK NAFICY
569 Higuera Street, Suite C
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
ph (805) 593-0926
fax (805) 593-0946

August 1, 2008
Via electronic Mail

California Coastal Commission
¢/0 Jonathan Bishop, Commission Staff

RE: Pacific Coast Hotel Appeal, Agenda Item Th29a
Honorable Commissioners

I submit these comments on behalf of the North Grover Beach Neighborhood Alliance
(“Alliance™) , a California non-profit neighborhood association dedicated to improving the
quality of life in Grover Beach through emphasis on sound land use planning and environmental
awareness. Last year, after its comments to the City of Grover Beach relative to this project were
largely ignored, the Alliance was forced to challenge the City’s approval of the Pacific Coast
Hotel in San Luis Obsipo Superior Court in order to force the City to comply with CEQA and
other planning laws.

The Alliance urges you to grant the appeal because, despite all project modifications and
proposed conditions of appeal, the project remains inconsistent with the goals and policies of the
Local Coastal Plan (“LCP”). Many of the issues raised in the Alliance’s lawsuit are also
implicated in this appeal, including the project’s likely adverse impacts on scenic coastal views,
traffic and violation of the limits on allowable density.

Introduction

The project site is within the planned commercial land use category (LCP Map 5), which is
intended to “provide for master-panned clusters of visitor-serving facilities, such as shops,
restaurants, and bed and breakfast inns.” The project is zoned C-P-C (LCP, Map 6), which is
intended to “provide for the visiting-serving needs in a manner that is sensitive to the
environment, visual and archeological resources within and adjacent to the boundaries of the
District by sensitively siting and designing structures.”

The project is a “condominium hotel,”which means that each unit is individually owned, and
may be occupied by the owner for up to 84 days per year. The Staff Report explains that “to

Page 1 of 5
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ensure that the condominium units remain available primarily to the general public and retain a
visitor-serving element, limitations have been placed on the units (Special Condition 8).”
(Emphasis added.) Properly understood, the Staff Report admits that the project is primarily
residential in character, which means that even with the imposition of proposed limitations, the
project will only retain “a visitor-serving element.”

Issue 1: the project is inconsistent with the LCP policy prohibiting private ownership

Owner-occupancy is inconsistent with both the project’s land use category and zoning
designation, according to both of which no owner-occupancy may be allowed. The LCP’s site
specific regulation of the site includes Standard 11 (LCP p.68) , which clearly prohibits
individual ownership.

The Staff Report (at p. 19) suggests that the provisions of Standard 11 prohibiting private
ownership of ovemight units may not apply to this site. The Staff Report does not explain this
contention other than to suggest that condominium hotels are a type of privately-owned hotels
and that this type of financing is necessary for the project to succeed. None of these contentions
have merit. '

The LCP explains that policies relative to “private visitor-serving and recreational facilities” are
intended to apply to the “combined 7-1/2 acre state-owned and the 15 acres of privately-owned
land fronting on Highway 1" See, Recommendation 5.7(F)1.a, LCP p.67. The project site is
clearly within the area defined in the LCP.

Moreover, although the proposed condominium/hotel rooms will be available to the public
during a part of the year, each unit will be privately owned. The LCP Standard 5.7(F)1.a(11)
(LCP p.68) strictly prohibits private ownership; no exception is made for privately-owned
accommodations that may be periodically available to the public.

Finally, neither the applicant nor the staff have provided any evidence to support the contention
that private ownership of the condominium/hotel rooms is “necessary” for the project to
“succeed”. What is clearly called for but lacking in the record is an economic analysis of the
feasibility of a traditional publicly-owned bed and breakfast or inn of the kind contemplated in
the LCP. Without such documentary evidence in the record, it would be impossible for the
Commission to conclude that strict compliance with the LCP would be infeasible.

Issue 2: the Project violates the LCP by exceeding the maximum permissible number of
units

The project is also inconsistent LCP Standard 5.7(F)1.a(1), which requires a maximum room per
acre ratio of 15. The proposed project purports to allow a ratio of 20 rooms per acre. As more
fully explained below, in fact the project consists of 25 units, and is therefore clearly exceeds the
maximum allowable number of units.

Page2 of 5
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As the Staff explained in its August 21, 2006 letter to the City of Grover Beach, the project’s
26,270 square foot parcel can accommodate a maximum of 10 hotel units. See, August 21,
20006 letter from Jonathan Bishop to George Hansen, page 2. The City of Grover Beach
approved the project with 20 condominiums/rooms, roughly double the number of rooms that can
be accommodated at a rate of 20 rooms/acre. The City also approved a total of 5 commercial
units, bringing the total number of “units” approved to 25. The tentative tract map approved for
the project includes 26 legal lots. The Commission would be committing the same error were it
deny the appeal based on the assumption that the project consists of only 20 units.

The City approved the project with 20 condominiums/rooms based on the project’s “gross
acreage” which is 45,590 square feet, but which includes streets and public right of ways. As the
Staff pointed out to the City in its 2006 letter, “clearly, these areas [public streets and right of
ways] could not be developed with hotel units, and should be applied in calculating allowable
density.” Moreover, the City’s approval completely ignored the additional 5 commercial units,
which should have been considered “units” for the purpose of calculating the project’s total
density.

The City approved the project in reliance on its own Resolution No 05-40, according to which
right of ways and city streets within the parcel may be used to calculate density. This resolution,
however, does not apply to the proposed project and is irrelevant to the Commission’s analysis
for several reasons. First, the resolution is intended to apply residential zones only. As
explained above, the proposed project is not within a residential zone; it is located within a
commercial, visitor-serving zone. Accordingly, the Resolution No. 05-40 is inapplicable to the
project.

But even if the Resolution did apply to commercial zones, it could not have been applied to this
project because Resolution 05-40 was never formally adopted as part of the City’s LCP. The
City never proposed to the Commission as relevant to and therefore an amendment to the LCP,
and the Commission never approved such an amendment. The Commission must therefore use

" the generally accepted rule that portions of the project within streets and right of ways may not be
considered for density calculations.

Issue 3. The Project violates LCP policies designed to protect visual resources.

Section 2.2 Part II of the LCP contains a discussion of visual resources. Relevant to the project
area (Visual Area No. 1) The LCP explains that “visually significant features [of the area]
include a riparian corridor along Meadow Creek south of Grand Avenue, sand dunes which
extend between and beyond the City’s northern and southern boundaries, a wide, level beach and
a long and unobstructed shoreline.” The LCP makes clear that the Area 1, including the project
site, contains very sensitive scenic vistas.

To protect these scenic values, the LCP recommends the following policies: “dunes, beach and
shoreline shall continue to dominate the area visually. All structures shall be subordinate or
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complimentary to these natural features and to existing structures.” 2.2.4(A)(1), p. 38. “The
scenic and visual quality of this area shall be considered protected and enhanced where feasible.”
2.2.4(A)(2), p- 38.

Finally, specifically relevant to the project site, LCP’s Standard 2 requires that proposed projects
must be designed to protect existing view corridors.

The City’s Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) admits that the project would result in
adverse visual impacts in areas that “currently offer views of the dunes to the west of the dune
and the gulf course and open space to the north of the project site.” The MND does not seriously
consider these esthetic impacts, focusing instead on the orderliness of the development, the
project’s architectural compatibility with the surroundings, and the signage.

The Staff Report does not expend much more effort considering the project’s impact on scenic
coastal resources. Like the MND, the Staff Report concentrates on the project’s architecture, and
concludes that with the revisions agreed to by the applicant, the project would be consistent with
the LCP’s architectural standards and visual elements. With respect to views of the beach, dunes
and the ocean, the Staff Report only explains that the project will provide public shoreline views
from a viewing tower. The Staff Report also states that “ [i]n addition, the western extent of the
project has been pulled back away from Meadow Creek, which clusters the buildings into a
tighter configuration.”

The Staff Report does not include any adequate analysis from which to conclude the degree to
which, if any, these modifications may improve the project’s impact on scenic coastal views.
Moreover, the Staff Report does not explain whether additional modifications to reduce the
impact on coastal views could have been feasibly implemented. Finally, the Staff Report does
not discuss whether the project’s residual impact on coastal views are significant. In short, there
is no analysis or evidence from which to conclude whether the project’s impacts on coastal visual
resources may be significant.

In short, there is no evidence from which to conclude that the project has been adequately
modified to protect coastal views to the maximum extent possible, or that the residual impact on
views is insignificant. The Commission, therefore, cannot conclude that the project is consistent
with the LCP policies and goals designed to protect coastal views.

Issue 4. The Project violates the LCP’s traffic access policies

The LCP contains Standard 3, which requires access to the site from Highway 1 and Le Sage
Drive. The proposed project provides access from Grand Ave. In its 2006 letter to the City, the
City noted this inconsistency, which is not discussed in the current Staff Report. (Ssee, Staff’s
8/31/2006 letter, page 3).

Page 4 of 5
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Conclusion

The appeal must be upheld because, even with project modifications and conditions, the project
is inconsistent with several LCP goals and policies. Moreover, the Staff Report does not contain
sufficient information and evidence from which to conclude that the project’s potentially
significant impacts are reduced to a level of insignificance. It can be fairly argued that the
project’s impacts on aesthetics (coastal views), traffic, consistency with applicable land use plans
remains significant.

Sincerely,

/s/
Babak Naficy .

RERRSE RSN K haeger Beach
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RECEIVED 7747

ANDRE, PETER R. ANDRE (1918-2000)

 MORRIS | JUL 31 2008 s C BUTTERY
& BUTTERY DENNIS D. LAW

. TODDM
A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION CAL l F 0 R N IA . ! SCOTT WrRVC\)’HI:?

COASTAL COMMISSION KATHRYN M. EPPRIGHT
CENTRAL COAST AREA WILLIAM ¥, DOUGCL Ag8
_ JEAN A. ST. MARTIN

LISA LaBARBERA TOKE
MELISSA McGANN BABU

BETH A. MARINO

July 30, 2008 JULIE CASEY MARTINEZ
PHILIP A. MARTINEZ

RYAN M. ARNOLD

KAREN-MARIE L. GJERDRUM
COLLETTE A. HILLIER

Via Golden State Overnight Delivery ' 2739 Santa Maria Way, Thrd Floor
. 'ost Office Box

Santa Maria, CA 93456-1430
California Coastal Commission : Tﬁi‘:ﬂ;’f{: 805.997.1400
Attn; Jonathan Bishop 102 Lacel Lane
725 Front Strset, Suite 300
anta Lruz, www.amblaw.com
RE: Coastal Commission Application Number A-3-GRB-07-051 )
Applicant: IGIT, Inc. f
Hearing on De Novo Appeal
Date of Hearing: August 7, 2008

Agenda Item: Th20a
Dear Commissioners;

This firm represents the owners of the Le Sage Riviera RV and Mobile Home Park,
located at 319 Highway One, Grover Beach, California, that lies immediately north of and
adjacent to the project site mentioned above. Our client provides the public with 63 visitor
serving RV spaces and 6 are located on its property closest to the proposed development. The
property owner has two concems with the project as proposed. First, our client is concerned with
the details of the Meadow Creek Habitat Restoration Area; and second, the impact the project as
designed will have on our RV users.

Meadow Creek Habitat Restoration Area

In 1974 our client acquired from IGIT's predecessor a 16-foot strip along Meadow Creek
going from Le Sage Riviera RV Park to Grand Avenue. We provided staff with a copy of the
deed for this strip in May. This section was acquired to provide an emergency access to and from
the Le Sage's property. The access strip is shown in the photos enclosed hereto with the RV Park
shown at the rear and Meadow Creek shown on the left. However, Exhibit G to the Staff Report
(copy enclosed) describes the Meadow Creek Riparian Habitat Restoration Area. Qur client
wants to confirm that the 16-foot access strip is not part of the Habitat Restoration Area and that
any approval of the project will not be conditioned on the applicant performing work in the
Habitat Restoration Area.




California Coastal Commission
July 30, 2008
Page 2

Negative Impact on RV Users at Lesage Riviera RV Park

The project as proposed would have a zero set back on a portion of its northern boundary
and a four-story structure (including parking area) is proposed to be constructed on this
boundary. It is unclear exactly where the roof line of the proposed structure will be in relation to
my client's property. In any event, this design and the three-story height of the project would
severely impair the enjoyment of our RV customers in the area immediately adjacent to the
project. Specifically, the three-story would block both sunlight and satellite reception.
Moreover, balconies and lights from the second and third stories of the north side of the
proposed building will create an intrusive overlook of our RV customers. Needless to say, their

- privacy and quiet enjoyment would be infringed. Exhibit D, pages 3 and 4 to the Staff Report,

among others show the zero lot line. Exhibit D, pages 10 and 11, demonstrate the height of
structure along this boundary as well as intrusive lighting and balconies.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Very truly yours,

¢ B,

Jamies C. Buttery

JCB:sdf

Enclosures

cc: (via U.S. Mail with enclosures)
Jim Murdock '
Doug Le Sage
Phillip Greenlee

F:\nef\L\Lesage 1 S\Lt'\Coastal Commission 7-29-08.doc 3V
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A 0217108 FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
Gl o OF EX PARTE ' 2. %o
i SSION COMMUNICATION W%, %,

COAQTAL GO

PFRTRAL COA o ' B .

i srARtA_ | | | %, ‘. e
Dats and time of communication: August 4th, 2008 - 9:00 am. %%"

(For measeges aent ioy 3 Conoriasionee . . !
by mall or Riesimile grreceived an & ! ;

telephone ar othes tonxengs, dato '

tias of receipt should beindicatsd.)

unication: +  Commissionsr Neely's Bureka Offics

fhosiile, ar recaived §8 § laphons
ar other massags, indipaio the msans
of trensrmission,)

Person(s) initisting communication: . Maggy Herbelin, ORCA Representative
Pérm(s) receiving communication; Comm:ssmner Bonnic Neely

‘| Name or description of project: ' . Ageride Hem Itom Th 20b — Ocean View Plaza

statled substagtive degeription of contert of communication:
commiwﬁon inchudad written inaterial, attach a copy of the complets test of the written waterial.)

d

HGA opposes thip project alnng with Save Dur Watarfront Ca:mmlttaa and Coastal Atcaess far Atl ]
sasons for oppogition include; the praject ohshrum coagtal views, thers Is a questions regarding the
ancial feaeiblllty; there will be & 334% Increass in water fags; if the dasalination plant falls there will
nly be & 3-6 dﬂy ter supply avallable; the project is Inconsistent with watar supply policies.

seven or minte days in advance of the Cumismhnmgunthnmthntwasﬂm .
ation, cornplste this fomm and trannmit it 1o the Executive Director within seven days of the
ation. If it rossonable 1o believs that the completed form will not axtive by U.S. mail at the
missicn’s mMaim office prior to the sommenseament of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, sach -
or persanal dzlivery by the Comumnnrtotbammamrectpwtmemecm

udvnthmsuvm days ofﬂwheanng, :mwlmw{nmpmmmnmﬁmnhmmuyun
dings nndpmvlﬂotheBx:mdehncmr“dfhacOpyofanywdthmhmleaapm of
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staff veport fin)

pumulative im|
inadequate pul

| Date:  August

. Name ar deslm’ption ofthe project:

: Person(s) init{ating communication:

waters and imy

1 No. 4559

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Thursday 29.h. Application No. 3-
08-13 (Cannery Row Marketplace,

: Monterey)
: Time/Dste off communication: 10 am, August 1, 2008
' Location of cpmmunication; San Diego

Gabriel Solmer, Marco Gonzalez,

Leslie Guunt
‘Person(s) recqiving communication! Pat Kruer
:Type of communication: Meeting

On behalf of d}a Save Owr Waterfront Commitice, speakers agresd with the March 2008
dings end recommendetion, and pointed out inconsistencies with Coastal
Act Sections 30250, 30231, end 30254 concerning protection of coastal waters and

nects. The main concerns were inadequate public services (water supply),
lic access, obstruction of coastal views, inadequate protection of coastal
ermissible dredge and fill of ocean waters.

1,2008
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DISCLOSURE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project: Application No. 3-08-13 (Cannery Row
Marketplace, Monterey)

Date/time of receipt of communication: July 29, 2008; 4:30 pm

Location of communication: Palo Alto

Type of communication: Telephone

Person(s) initiating communication: Lennie Roberts, Mike Ferriara ORCA

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:

ORCA representatives briefed me about the project, and agreed with the staff
recommendation.

\ 7
7/29/08 @\/\ Jz/b\’\‘

Date Signature of Commissioner

RECE|vEp

JUL 89 2008

CALIFoR
COASTAL o) it
CENTRAL COAAJy'I! g%lg}‘\l
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EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project, LPC, etc... Cannery Row Marketplace - Monterey.
Date and time of receipt of communication: July 22, 2008 @ 4:00pm.

Location and type of communication: K&S Ranch, Pescadero in person

Person(s) initiating communication: Tony L.ombardo

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:

1. The applicant claimed that the staff report recommending denial did not contain the findings and
conditions of approval as directed by the Commission at the March meeting.

2. He went through the reasons for staff denial and his responses:

a. The project included more than a desal plant, therefore the plant can't be a coastal dependent
industrial use.

b. Even though the statute doesn't state a size requirement, it is implicit that this project is not large
enough to be a coastal dependent industrial use.

c. The approval of this project would set a precedent for other similar development.on Cannery Row.

d. The above-surface emergency intake pipes and discharge pipe would interfere with the recreational
uses in the Ed Ricketts Reserve.

e. The public coastal access components of the project are insufficient in the staff's opinion.

f. That in the event of the failure of the water system there will be pressure to connect to California-
American Water Company and therefore when the desal system fails there will be a project on
coastal resources due to the increased demand on California-American that will result.

3. He stated that the Court of Appeals just ruled in favor of the City of Monterey, that the Community

Services District is now formed and will provide public ownership - as demanded by the Coastal
Commission staff in 2005.

4. The applicant said they had secured commitments to provide emergency potable water supplies
without connecting to Cal-Am - which is already prohibited under the City's conditions of approval.

5. The applicant’s public access plan is consistent with and exceeds the requirements for public access
for this property as spelled out in the City of Monterey Cannery Row LUP.

6. Since the staff failed to prepare findings and conditions as directed by the Commission, the applicant

will be submitting to the Commission proposed findings and conditions for approval as requested by
Commissioner Reilly in March.

7. We discussed the History and Heritage building and the plans for its reuse of the San Xavier Cannery
building.

712412008 O e

Date Signature of Commissioner
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EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of project, LPC, etc... Oceanview Plaza - Monterey.
Date and time of receipt of communication: June 12, 2008 @ 4:00pm.
Location and type of communication: in person

Person(s) initiating communication: Tony Lombardo

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:

| ran into Tony Lombardo at the Coastal C ommission meeting in the hall and asked why he was
there.He said he came to see the hearing on the Poseidon desalination plant, since the
Commission had directed staff to return the Ocean View Plaza project (which also has a
desalination component) to the Commission at the July meeting.

We briefly discussed the staff's recommendation for denial of the Ocean View Plaza project
based on the fact that they did not believe that the Ocean View Plaza desalination plant (unlike
all the others that have been before you) qualified as a coastal dependent industrial use.

Nor did staff feel that the community services district that was formed was adequate to address
the public ownership concern they had expressed in May of 2005. However he pointed out it
was staff that refused to process the Ocean View Plaza application until such a district was
formed.

6/17/2008 O 02

Date Signature of Commissioner
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ate and time of communication: c! . g 7.0 ? : /ﬂ 150 /s

If cormmunication|was scat by mail or
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dentity of person(§) initiating communication:  MILGAN_EH FFEE =/ F T st 4
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te: Signature of Commissioner

1t was the subject of the copununication, complete this form and transmut it ro the Executive Dirsctor
hin seven (7) days of the communication, If it is reasunable o believe that the completed form will
not arrive by U.S. mail at the Conumission's main office prior to the cormmencement of the meeting,
ofiter, means of deliviery should be used, such as facsimile, overnight muil, or personal delivery by the
pramissionsr to the Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matter
ernces,

If {mmuumcauon ogcurred seven (7) or mora days in advance of the Commission hearing on the item

I _;'nmmumcanon ogewrred within seven. (7) days of the hearing, eomplete this form, provide the
'frmaucu orally on the record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of
wrilten material that was part of the communication.
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: Dl;"ive Rezone).

' parcel; removal
: residential sites

- Esgues for consid

x-Parte Meeting with Commissicner Achadjian

: : March 2008
Attendees:

Mﬁrgan Rafferty

ISSUES:;

Thursday, MarcH
Th7b- A-6-CII-

K

The dredging, imy

Creelks for flood ¢
portion of Agua k
Road Bridge.

[ssues for consid

Thilb- City of

We urge SUPPC
Thl3a- A-3-MH

Subdivision of tf

residentim units,

P o Tnconsis

SLO Baard of Supervisaors 805 781 1350

RECEIVED

FEB 2 7 2008

CALIFORNIA -
COASTAL COMMISSION
NENTRAL COAST AREA

Coastal Commission Meering

Executive Director, ECOSLO

Jeff Pienack, Chapter Chair, San Luis Bay Chapter, Surfrider

Date: February 27, 2008

| 6.
18-019, City of Carlshad
proving and long-term maintenance of portions of Agua Hedionda and Calavera

tonirol enhancement purposes. The portion of the project in the Costal Zone is the
ledionda Creek from the El Camino Real Bridge to the downstream side of Cannaon

ration;

o Impacts tp environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA) and wetlands
Inconsisigncy with approved 1994 Master Drainage Plan

We urge SUPPQRT of Staff rccommendation‘ for finding of Substantial Issue

iymo Beach LCE Major Ainendment Number 1-07 (Kendall/Five Cities

RT of Staff recommendation
tB-06-064, Black Hill Villas, City of Morro Bay.
wo parcels (totaling 3.17 acres) into 17 residentizl parcels and one common area’

of two existing residential structures; grading and site preparation for new
and new access roads; constructian of roads, utility infrastructure, and 17

eration;

Protecﬁ?n of environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA) and wetlands

ent with certified LCP .
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o Viewsheg Protection
. o Set back issues
w Landlform Alleration

Al of these issugs are addressed in staff recommended to ensure that the project protects coastal
esources consistent with the requirements of the certified LCP. \

e urge SUPRPQRT of Staff recommendation
h13b- 3-06-06%, Ocean View Plaza

Mixed use projeci consisting of: 87,362 sq, ft. of'retail und rotail support use, including 30,000 sq. fr.
- of restaurant use;|38 market-rate condominiums. 13 mclusionary housing units; 8,408 sq. ft. of

: mastal/communiw use; 377 parking spaces; construction of an onsite desalination plant;
 pohabilitation of the San Xavier Fish Reduction 1?lant as a history center with an adjacent history

- plaza; replication|of a utility bridge; and development of a community park.

[ssues for considecaiion:

Public acgess
Coastal views
Landforn alteration
Water quality
Historic Resources

.2 . oa s e

Of particular congern:

The Coastal Act {equires that new development be located in existing developed areas with adequate
" public services where it will not have significant adverse effects on coastal resources:

" Section 30250 : New residential, commerciad, or industrial development, except as othervise
rovided in thzs ivision, shall be focared within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing
eveloped areas 'able vo accommodate it or, where such areas are nol able to accommodate it, in
 pther areas with| adequate public services and where it will not have s:gmiﬁcam adverse effects,
lrher individually or cumulatively, an coastal resaurcss..,

us policy is digectly applicable to the project because it is located in an already developed area —
a highly urbanized City of Monterey - that is struggling with serious limitations on adequats public
ater supplies.

écause the applicant is proposing an alternative water supply outside of the current public service
_vstem for the City of Monterey, Section 30254 of the Coastal Act also is applicable. It provides for
| cw or expanded jpublic works facilities and status:

0254 New or expanded public warks facilifies :hall be designed and limited to accommodate needs
emraled by devglopment or uses permitted canxistent with the pravisions of this division; . . . .

pec:al districts yhall not be formed or expanded except where assessment for, and provision of. the
. vervice would nof induce new development incansistent with this division. Where existing or planned
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ublic works faciliries can accommodate anly a iimited amount of new development, services to

doastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic the protection of buman health shall
e mamtained and, where feasible, restored through, among other nieans, minimizing adverse effects
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground warer

supplies and substantial interference with syrface water flow, encauraging waste water reclamation,

aintaining natural vegetation byffor arcas thai vrarect riparian habitats, and minimiging alteration
f natural stream

We wge SUPPORT of Staff recommendation for denial of this project
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Susan Craig
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From: Tom Luster
Sent:  Thursday, February 21, 2008 8:04 AM

To:
Cc:

Susan Craig
Charles Lester

Subject: FW: FYI - ex parte

From: Jeff Staben

Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2008 5:32 PM
To: Tom Luster

Subject: FYI - ex parte

From: Vanessa Miller

Sent: Wed 2/20/2008 2:52 PM
To: Jeff Staben; Dan Carl

Ce:

Subject: FW: Ex-Parte

From: Dan B. Secord, M.D. [mailto:drdan@cox.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2008 2:26 PM

To: Vanessa Miller

Subject: Ex-Parte

Date: February 20, 2008
Where: Santa Barbara

Who: Tony Lombardo

What: Application No. 3-06-065 (Cannery Row Marketplace LLC, Monterey)

Mr. Lombardo went over the project approved by the City of Monterey, which involves housing and
commercial spaces in the former Cannery Row. We discussed the de-salination plant to provide water via
a drilled pipe system that goes perpendicular to the project, has an emergency sea water intake and sub
surface structure buried under the sand and filled with rocks which will filter sea water for the plant.
Management of the de-salination system by a community service district (CSD), and permitted by the
Regional Water Control Board. Public access to the sea and adjacent shoreline is featured.

Dan B. Secord, M.D.

3/4/2008
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- Monterey/Santa Cruz Counties
Building & Constlllstion'l Trades Council

Plunberzs & Steanfitt

John E. Bandarm
President

Naf.l V:;n Vatkenburgh

‘Vice Prasident

Paul Araenault
Treasurar

 Bollemmakers #549
- | Brieklayers 43
' | Carpenters #8086
Carpeitars #6505

Carpet,|llin; & Soft Tile ¢12

. Glaziers 11621
: 1BEW #2534

Elu:vaf: r Conatructars #8
I
i

Ineulay p. Azhastos #16
Tﬁwork'rs 55

Q)
Pal
Plumba
Roofers
Sheat

| Inpmworkore #377
i Laborers #270
+ Laborers $#297
Millweights #102
OP & CMLA ¢300
ting Englneers 43
ors & Tapors #2372
Steamfitters $52
terproofers #85
otal Workers rio4
rinklertittare #6069

100 12" Stroet, Bidg. #2902, Suite {107 Marina, CA 03933
Phone 831.883.1185 « Fax §31.883.8112
www.machete.com

s, RECEIVED
Pat Kruger, Chair ‘
California Coastal Cormmission. AUG 0 § 2008
S F;.emont St., Suite 2000 CALIFORNIA
an Francisco, CA 94105
. COASTAL COMMISSION
car Chair Kruger: CENTRAL COAST AREA

The Monterey/Santa Cruz Building and Consuuction Trades Council
epresents approximately 4000 trades people in the Monterey Bay ar¢a, We have
een in contact with the develapers and representatives of the Ocean View Project
m. the beginning and continue 1o support the project as noted by our unanimouns
tion at our August 4™ meeting to send this letnter.

Approval of the project will do many significant things that will have a
ositive affect for our community. Elimination of blight from the area that has
isted for decades which is a daily reminder of a problem unresolved; access to
¢ shoreline from the recreational trail as well as the street and a view corridor of
bay; and creation of a history center, park and plaza with the restoration of the
tohan Building are several huge benefits. Re-development of a previonsly
ommercial/industrial area bringing vitality, sustainability, and completion of thar
ection of Caunery Row, is an example of infill at it’s bast. As a mixed use project
will provide housing in an urban setting. Last]ly, we cannot overlook the
onomic benefits of such a project. The project will provide funding for needed
affic improvements, tax increment to local government, local sales taxes, and
obs, both short term in the way of construction, and long term for staffing the
usinesses which locate there,

In conclusion, we believe it is time to grant approval for this project and
upport such. The develapers have included a proven de-sal system which can
provide water at a sustainable rate. We believe that fixrther delay of approval or
denial of the project is not enly an injustice to the developers but also an injustice
to the preater community of the area that is in support of the project. It is time to
move forward in a reasonable manner and we believe the project is reasonable.

WE URGE YOU TO SUPFORT APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT.
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RECEIVED

August 4, 2008 AUG 0 5 2008
CALIFORNIA
GOASTAL
~ Chairman Patrick Kruer CENTRAL %%MQAT’%SI{?{\V

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Chairman Kruer,

On behalf of the Cannery Row Company, we believe the Coastal Commission
should approve the proposal for the Ocean View Plaza project to be located on Cannery
Row in the City of Monterey.

The Cannery Row area is nearing completion of a vision that was established
many years ago. This project is consistent with that vision and as depicted in the Land
Use Plan that has been adopted by the City of Monterey and California Coastal
Commission.

Further this underdeveloped portion of property detracts from the remaining
Cannery Row area that has been upgraded over the past years and does not complement
the coastal experience of the visitors to Cannery Row.,

Hopefully with this proposed development the Row can be completed.

Thank you,

Q%L/W -

P. Donangelo
Vice President Planning & Development
Cannery Row Company
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July 30, 2008 RECEIVED

The Honorable Pat Kruer AUG 0 1 2008

Chair, and Members of the o .?AL 4
California Coastal Commission té%ﬂ% ﬁ % TlAsgl g
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 G REA
San Francisco, Ca 94105

Please note that Coastal Commission staff has also received a copy of this letter.

Re: Cannery Row Marketplace LI.C
Application for Coastal Development Permit
CDP Application No. 3-06-065

Dear Chairman Kruer and Commission Members:

As the former mayor for 20 years of the City of Monterey, I urge you to approve the
Ocean View Plaza project which was approved by our City Council in June 2004. As
discussed below, this project provides many benefits to the City of Monterey and all of
the public who will visit the coast and Cannery Row.

Each time this matter was previously on the Coastal Commission’s calendar to be heard, I
planned to attend so I could tell you why I support this project. Unfortunately, I am not
able to attend on August 7" because [ have a long standing family commitment.

Elimination of Cannery Row’s Evesore and Safe_ty Hazard

Ocean View Plaza is located on the last undeveloped space along the historic Cannery
Row. Since the former canneries moved many years ago, the space has been a blighted
eyesore which has been covered with graffiti and used for illegal trash dumping. To

- discourage these activities and to protect the public from the dangerous foundations that
remain on the site, the property has been fenced off, and the property has not provided
any coastal access.

The property is located at the approximate mid-point of Cannery Row. Given its location
and its current condition, we believe it is likely that it has deterred visitors from fully
exploring Cannery Row and from fully enjoying the beautiful coast of Monterey. I have
. previously described Cannery Row as a beautiful face with its front tooth knocked out

- because of the Ocean View Plaza property. With that space developed, the coastal
.experience along all of historic Cannery Row will be enhanced.

Public Access to the Coast

Ocean View Plaza will provide the only uninterrupted access between the City’s
Recreation Trail and the Monterey Bay. The project has been explicitly designed around

51




The Honorable Pat Kruer
Chair, and Members of the
‘California Coastal Commission
July 30, 2008

Page 2

a plaza that is expansive and very open, thereby providing a large view corridor and an
inviting space for visitors and pedestrian traffic to experience this stretch of the coast.

The public access provided by the Ocean View Plaza far exceeds what the Cannery Row
Land Use Plan requires. The Ocean View Plaza will provide public access across the
Community Park and then through an expansive History Plaza. The Ocean View Plaza
provides a public access easement across the entire length of the shoreline. The shoreline
lateral access will be a continuation of the existing pathway from the Charthouse
restaurant. Likewise, the shoreline lateral access will be continuous to the El Torito
restaurant property. Access to the water’s edge from the project’s plazas is provided by
two stairways. Additionally, there is a promontory under Building A which provides

. further public access. The retail/commercial spaces are visitor-serving. More than 8,000
square feet will be dedicated to coastal related retail or community use. The City of

' Monterey and its many visitors will benefit tremendously from this expansive public

. acCess,

History Will Be Preserved and Its Stories Told for All to Enjoy

On the History Plaza, visitors will be able to view historic fish holding tanks used
by the former cannery, San Xavier. The San Xavier cannery and reduction plant,
the last remaining historic cannery and reduction plant on Cannery Row, will be
rehabilitated to serve as the History Center. A History Center has been included
in the City’s Historic Master Plan since 1999. The history of Cannery Row is
very colorful, and the History Center will provide a much needed place to tell the
stories about the people and events that made Cannery Row so important.

The History Center will serve as the focal point for heritage tourism on Cannery Row,
and it will greatly increase the historic interpretation on Cannery Row.

Affordable Housing in Excess of What Is Required

Monterey County is one of the least affordable places to live. Providing affordable
housing where people work is & goal of the City of Monterey. This project will build 13
of' the 51 residential units as affordable housing—more than 25%. These 13 units will
greatly assist Monterey residents and in particular semce workers who may be employed
by Cannery Row businesses. _
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Chair, and Members of the
California Coastal Commission
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Page 3

Traffic Improvements Will Further Enhance Public Access

In addition to the normal traffic impact fees the City of Monterey charges, this project
will be providing an unprecedented Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000.00) for the City of
Monterey to use for traffic improvements to the Lighthouse Avenue Corridor that are
wholly unrelated to this project. The Lighthouse Avenue Corridor is the principal means
of gaining access to Cannery Row and Pacific Grove’s beaches. These funds will allow
much needed improvements to this street system beyond those necessitated by this
project.

The EIR Demonstrates That Ocean View Will Not Harm the Environment

The certified EIR has been fully litigated, and the Court upheld the EIR. The EIR
demonstrates that Ocean View will not harm environment.

The ts of View Plaza Far eigh its Impacts

‘While some in our community have consistently opposed the redevelopment of this site
'in an effort to force the City to purchase it, the voters of the City overwhelmingly
rejected a ballot initiative which would have prevented the development of this site. The

- City could not afford to purchase this site nor could it provide the benefits to the public in
coastal access, jobs, affordable housing and traffic improvements that this project
provides.

. Ocean View Plaza will take a blighted eyesore and make it into a revenue producing

" jewel for Monterey. Instead of vandals and graffiti, there will be restaurants and stores
attracting visitors to Cannery Row. Instead of fences and debris, there will be a park and
an expansive and welcoming plaza for people to enjoy as they gaze at the ocean, explore
the coast, and learn about the history of Cannery Row in the History Center.

I hope the Commission will approve this project at your August hearing so that the
beautiful face of Cannery Row can be finished.

Resgectﬁllly %’

- Dan Albert
Former Mayor of the City of Monterey
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cC .

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director
Ms. Susan Craig,_ California Coastal Commission, Coastal Planner
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July 31, 2008 Plire
Mr. Pat Kruger
Chair

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Strect, Suite 2000
San Francisco, Ca 94105

Via Fax 415-904-5400
Dear Mr. Kruger,

As a resident of the Monterey Peninsula for 22 years and an on air personality at
KION, I have interviewed many local individuals regarding Cannery Row, I would
like to voice my support for the OCEAN VIEW PLAZA project.

The plaza project will clean up an unsafe and ugly area of Cannery Row. How
anyone can say the current status of the site makes sense is being ridiculous. The
proposed praject will be a beautiful addition to Cannery Row and when complete
will have long lasting positive effects for the city, county and state. It even has its
own water through desalination.

The future is here and this project is the future. I ask you to approve the OCEAN
VIEW PLAZA project as presented to the Coastal Commission.

Roger Pasquier
Resident of Pacific Grove Ca
831-373-4716

CC” Susan Craig via fax 831-427-4877
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Kruger:

d that the California Coastal Commission will review the Ocean View Plaza project for
g weeks. [ urge you to approve this project.

land economist and a California citizen, | believe in preserving our natural resources.
ve we should protect our important California Coastline. Notwithstanding, there are
development is a fitting use. Ocean View Plaza is a case in point. Firstly, this
mplement the existing structures along Cannery Row and make the district whole.
pject will repair a noxious eyesore. Moreover, Ocean View Plaza will increase the
b, which will support other needs in the community.

: Ir is our duty

Té

pr
of

=N

15m

Ms, Susa‘n Crygi

s citizens to preserve our important resources. In reality, Cannery Row is a California

iwce. Ocean View Plaza will improve this district without compromising any of our natural resources,

ided the developgr is required to follow proper building guidelines. So, in my view, the public benefits
is.project substantially outweigh the public costs.

Therefore, I urge your colleagues and you to approve Ocean View Plaza. Thank you.

ig, Coastal Planner
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A

RE: Ocean View Plaza Project
Dear Mr. Kruger,

: As a photogrgphy student in the early 70’s I had the occasion to photograph parts of

! Cannery Row. While the row may have been photographically compelling, at that time it

‘was neither attractive nor welcoming, As a long term business owner and peninsula
resident I arn|disappointed that there has been no improvement in the intervening 35
years,

: In 1996, wheh this project was sold, many in the community had hopes that something

i positive would finally happén. All the elements were in place, including a saleto a

: capable, experienced group with a genuine desire to improve this ‘missing tooth’ portion
; of the row.

- Plans were drawn, submitted and requests for change were made by the planning

. authorities, Again, and again, and again. 12 years later and at the expense of thousands of
hours of megtings, hearings, plan revisions and I'd guess a few million developer dollars
later we have a plan that very naturally compliments this space. The end result is a
wonderful project that the majority of residents are now ready to welcome into our
community,

! Iimplore yolir commission 1o approve this project NOW. Please allow the city to finally

- have the benefits of this project. The planning processes and the inordinate length to

* obtain appravals have become ridiculonsly long, and for what reason? Either the project
can stand on its merits or not. This is a project that clearly can and one that the City of
Momerey supports and wishes to see take place within its boundaries,

! The sustaingble desalination solution is innovative and valid. With present water

i constraints no further sensible development of any type will take place without

" introducing smart solutions to this need, and this project has addressed it completely and
i intelligently.
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The public degerves access to this shoreline, and for the past several decades this has not
been possible.[The history plaza and history center will recognize and give due to the
pioneers of th¢ fishing heritage of our community. The housing makes sense. The job
creation makes sense, The traffic improvements make sense.

:All in all, this|is a project whose time has come. The area thar this project will encompass
is embarrassiggly blighted, and must be improved. Single parcel development would
never bring the cohesiveness of a master planned approach, and if this project is not
approved, it may be another 35 years before anything is able to be builr,

appreciate the positive significance of bringing this project 10 our
1 urge you 1o approve it without further delay ar the August commission
you for your considerations.

(831)646-1919

Cc: Ms. Sugan Craig, Coastal Planner
Califorhia Coastal Commission
Centra} Coast District Office
725 Front Street
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060-4508
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Mr. Pat Kruger, Chair Via FedEx
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Kruger:

We urge the California Coastal Commission to approve the long pending “Ocean
View Plaza” project on Cannery Row in Monterey.

While we reside in the San Diego area, it has been our family’'s cuéiom to
frequently visit Cannery Row and the Aquarium.

Obviously, Cannery Row’s East end will benefit greatly by the addition of the well
designed project before you and which has been developed under the watchful
eye over the past decade of concerned citizens like us as well as with the City of
Monterey's approval some 5 years ago.

The planned architecture, shops, housing, parking, open space, public access
and new history center will all combine to essentially tie all of Cannery Row
together to benefit visitors and locals alike. The present eyesore will be gone.
We understand that like on Catalina island, the proven technology of water
desalinization will be coupled with the brownfield clean up of the site with a good
portion of the development being dedicated to much needed affordable housing
to serve the Monterey area and work force.
Please approve this project.
Kindest regards,

PP S AN P
William J. Maxam Lois F. Maxam

cc: Ms. Susan Craig, Coastal Planner (By FedEx and Email)
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July 28, 2009 HECEVED

Mr. Pat Kruger, Chair JUL 29 /08
California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 COASTAL COIMMISSION
San Francisco, CA 94105 MFNTRAL COAEST AREA

Re: Support for Ocean View Plaza project on Cannery Row in Montercy
Dear Mr. Kruger and other Coastal Commissioners,

We have lived on the Monterey peninsula for thirty years. We have followed the progress of the
Ocean View Plaza from the beginning when it was known as the Cannery Row Marketplace. We
simply cannot believe that it has taken this long to get approval for a sorely needed, well-
designed infill project like this. ' i

The project site is an eyesore and has been for the entire time we have lived here, even before the
current property owners. The shoreline looks like the beachhead a Normandy during the D-day
invasion with concrete pylons and decaying foundations in the surf. I do not think it is a safe idea
to access the water from the shoreline there.

As we have seen, the project has endured several painstakingly reviews by a lot of people here
who share the love of the town and bay. Some people are never happy and you will probably
hear from some of them soon. In our opinion the detractors of the project have been eliminated

- by concessions made by the developer to extent that only the true, unreasonable extremists are
left to complain. Please listen to reason and the science before you rather than their strained
rhetoric. We believe the City would not have approved the project if there were outstanding
issues remaining of significance.

We think the architecture is absolutely perfect for Cannery Row, not too big or too small. There
were no views of the ocean from Ocean View Avenue during the so-called histaric period of the
1940’s. The bayside of the street was completely closed off with massive, smelly canneries. The
proposed project offers an enormous park and history center unlike any other private property
along Cannery Row. If the property owners are forced to chop up the site and sell it off in pieces,
the community probably will not have the grand view from the recreational trail to the bay that
the proposed project affords.

It is time to APPROVE THIS PROJECT without further delays. The project is presented to you
after excessive scrutiny by local folks who will have to live with it for a long time. We like it and
want it — now! Thank you

Sincerely;

Ol Sh s

Carol and Jim Schock
P. O. Box 686
Pebble Beach, Ca 93953
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Mr. Pat Kruger, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street

San Francisco, CA. 94105

Re: Ocean View Plaza — Monterey, CA.

Dear Mr. Kruger;

| am writing to lend support for the Coastal Commission’s approval of this project.
This area has been a negative, unsafe blight on our waterfront for too many
years. The opportunity that presents itself will greatly enhance our community

and the shoreline.

Please approve the Ocean View Plaza project.

Our community will be greatly in your debt.

Sincerely;

C:Ms Susan Craig, Coastal Planner

2624-J £l Camino Real N, Salinas, CA 93907 (831) 663-8787 Fax (831) 663-3440
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Steve C. & Vicki L. Wilson 7” 07 76

690 Pine Street
Monterey, CA 93940-1334
(831) 3720670

SENT VIA FASCIMILE

July 28, 2008
Mr. Pat Kruger, Chair , moy
California Coastal Commission H E @ E &,! E D
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 O _
San Francisco, CA 94105 _ L9 8

| | | CALIFNRNIA

COASTLL CUMIAISEION

Re:  Ocean View Plaza, Cannery Row, City of Monterey CENTRAL COAST AREA
Dear Sir or Madam:

This is to urge APPROVAL of this project. We are long-time property owners and residents of Monterey,
and we have been seeing Cannery Row slowly getting rebuilt. This project would greatly enhance the
image of the city, and Cannery Row in particular. In addition, it will provide much needed housing and
Jjobs. That is especially important to help in the recovery process for the deep recession that the state and
local economy, and especially the construction industry are all now enduring.

Sincerely yours,

R

Steve C. Wilson

cc:  Ms. Susan Craig, Coastal Planner (via facsimile)
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TO: Mr. Pat Kruger, Chair JUL 2 g 7008
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 : AS'(;;?%!{E%%%@%{\QQ!D N
1 L LRIV D
San Francisco, CA 94105 %(@):NTNAL_ Oy Sk T RREA

From: Robert M. Furney
369 Lighthouse Avenue
Pacific Grove, CA 93950-2853

Subject: Recommend Approval of the Ocean View Plaza Project, Monterey California

Ttems for consideration:

1. This project has been discussed, cussed and downsized and meddled with since its
inception. Those who protested the project several times at the Monterey City

Council hearings will again show their faces with all of the same arguments they lost
in the past. There is a beautiful hotel and restaurant at the East end of Cannery Row
and then a visual disaster of concrete floors of burned out cannery warehouses, and an
arca that looks like it was bombed out in a war until you come to the Mexican
restaurant. Hardly a desired view for Cannery Row.

2. Water is a prablem on the peninsula. Water will be a problem state wide with the
drive to eliminate dams, and radical changes in the diversion of water to protect
salmon and other endangered species robbing growers of crop water. This project
recognizing that water shortage planned a desalination plant within the project to
provide the potable water. '

3. Your Costal Commission planners told project personnel that they did think a
private organization or company should have a desalination plant providing potable
water to the public. The fact that the Monterey Aquarium a private non-profit venture
provides all of its potable water from their own desalination plant does not seem to
impress your planning staff. Make you wonder on their rationale. OK one place but
not another site right down the street. Did David Packard have more money and
influence over the Commission than this group?

3. The City of Monterey so desires this project to go forward to completion, they
formed a special district so that it a public entity would be responsible for the

desalination plant. They mistakenly thought this would over come your planner’s

objections who apparently have little or nor rationale for their negative position.

5. Ygu.r ?_lanners have told the developers they have no rationale or policies on
desa1¥nat§0n plants they just didn’t like the idea of this project having its own
desalination operation.
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6. Some allege the desalination plant will harm the environment and the ocean.
There is no organization more protective of the ocean and the environs therein than
the Monterey Bay Aquarium. They find desalination the best solution to provide all
of the potable water to the aquarium. Neither the desalination plant that supplies
water to Santa Catalina [sland hurt the environment nor the massive plant
that supplies all of the drinking water for Riyadh, Saudi Arabia

7. The News paper listed one of the Costal Commission objections cited by your
planners was the reliability of desalination plants. I gagged on that. The City of
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia has received all of its potable water for over 20 years from
desalination plants a city of over 3 million. The Monterey Aquarium right down the
street from this project has been operating its privately owned desalination plant full
time since it opened in 1996. Their plant has processed over 40 million gallons or an
average 10, 071 gallons a day with no prablems. Your planner seem to operate on
the basis that “never let the facts influence your decisions”

8. There was mention of the “historic Stolen” building on the site of this project.
One Monterey City Council member who grew up near the row stated at the City
Hall Meeting on this project that the Stolen building was not historic, it was a place
the canneries used to store their old junk equipment until occupied by a fire protection
company that just glued the sprinkler heads to the ceilings of schools, and then as an
art store. This building is not at all historic but a left over junk storage building.

9. It seems planning staffs often find it so easy to say no to a project. They then
spend hours and months trying to justify their original position. The real problem is
that all too often the principles like you follow their lead like a bunch of sheep lead to
the slaughter by a Judas goat.

10. Your staff in all likelihood will again recommend a negan'vé vote on this project. |
question if the board of the Costal Commission has the nerve, fortitude and integrity

to ask your staff to give you their specific and definitive reasons that this pro_;ect
~ should be rejected other than “We don’t like i,

Sincergly yours,

Robert M. Furney

CC: Ms Susan Craig, Coastal Planner
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Phone: (831) 375-5523
Fax: (831) 333-0690
E-mail: dekremer@pachbell.net

Donald E. Kremer

615 17" Street l ?é
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 / &

July 24, 2008

Mr. Pat Kruger, Chair
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Kruger:

This letter is in support of the much needed Ocean View Plaza to be located on “"Cannery Row” in
Monterey, Califomnia. The site has been an eyesore on Cannery Row for many years. Finally thereis a
project that meets the needs of the Monterey Peninsula community with many benefits. The shoreline
will be accessible to the public. The project will provide jobs in this time of economic downtum. It will
provide a park on the site and provide new housing. I'm particularly pleased that the project will use
sustainable desalination for water. With the water challenges on the Monterey Penlnsula this project is
showing the way for altemative water systems.

| urge the Califomia Coastal Cormmission to approve this project. it makes good sense for our area.

[ thank you and the members of the commission for the hard work and the service you provide.

Sw;pa:ely, ) |
/\/ 1 I AL
Don Kremer

bﬂr m
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SIERRA CLUB VENTANA CHAPTER

P.O. BOX 5667, CARMEL, CALIFORNIA 93921

CHAPTER QFFICE » ENVIRONMENTAL CENTER (831) 624-8032

Please reply to: Rita Dalessio
COAS%K\%‘ES&‘R}‘?SS‘ON 16 Via Las Encinas, Carmel Valley, CA 93924
CENTRAL GOAST AREA 16 Via

July 24, 2008

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz CA 95060
Attention: Susan Craig, Planner

Subject: August 7, 2008 meeting, Item Th13b-3-2008, Application No. 3-06-063
Cannery Row Marketplace, LLC

Oppose the Project
Dear Members of the Coastal Commission :

The Ventana Chapter of the Sierra Club supports the staff recommendation to deny the
proposed Ocean View Plaza project. The private desalination facility intended to provide
water for the project has the potential to adversely impact the critical water supply crisis
we face on the Monterey Peninsula. California-American Water Company, having failed
to obey WR 95-10 for 13 years is now facing a Cease and Desist Order from the State
Water Resources Control Board to stop over-pumping of the Carmel River. If this
desalination facility is inadequate or fails (which is very possible) the developers will
turn to California-American to provide water. Continuing to develop or encourage new
water sources and uses that do not "pay back" what is being taken from the Carmel River
is contrary to the intent of the SWRCB.

Allowing private, for- profit growth enabled solely by a custom made desalination
facility (even where the facility is publicly owned) would set a dangerous state wide
precedent for private development in water restricted areas. If the Coastal Commission
approves the desalination plant here, you will be faced with hundreds of similar
applications from developers throughout water short areas of California. The end result
would be destructive of the efforts of the Coastal Act and much other legislation designed
to protect and preserve the environment.

Additionally, the current design of the facility is not consistent with the Coastal Act due
to impermissible fill and dredging of ocean waters, as well as potential entrainment
impacts due to a backup open ocean intake line. The Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary requires the highest level of protection from the adverse impacts of
desalination facilities. Please protect the marine environment as well as the coastal
Carmel River by denying this project.

+

... To explore, enjoy, preserve and protect the nation’s forests, waters, wildlife and wilderness. .. 67



Thank you for your consideration of these important issues.
Sincerely,

Rita Dalessio, Chair

Ventana Chapter, Sierra Club
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JUL 2 8 2008 July 23, 2008
CALIFORNIA '

COASTAL COMMISSIO Item No. ThZ?b _

CENTRAL COAST AREA g;;géftfgﬁ 3-08-013

Members of the Commission :
I urge rejection of this project for the following reasons :

1. .The recent completion of the new hotel with its attendant shops etc.
makes this project redundant.

2. The question of potentially haamful consequences to the ocean
environment has still not been resolved.

3. The propriety of a municipal city council assuming the responsibilities
and liabilities of a water management system agency is still in question.

4. 1In 1light of the tanking economy and the dire predictions of a potential
full-blown recession , this iIl-advised project should be laid to rest.

) 3
Respectfully, ) e R
."__,.,» :L{*M (’CL 4 . [jij:?’ IT
Janice M. O'Brien

- "Box 1037

Pebble Beach, Ca. 93953

(831) 625-1386
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Crmaniag iomera 1342 Jewell Ave.

Pacific Grove, CA 93950

July 21, 2008

From Nada Kovalik: In opposition to application;
Agenda Item 29
Permit Number 3-08-013
Applicant: Cannery Row Marketplace

Dear Commissioner;

I would like to register my opposition to granting the application of Cannery Row
Marketplace mixed use project (Ocean View Plaza), based on the following reasons:

1) The project will require a large amount of water which the Monterey Peninsula
does not possess.

2) The installation of an onsite desalinization plant would present a dangercus
precedent, which easily could result in establishment of numerous small
desalinization plants along our coastline.

3) A regional approach to the use of desalinization plants would present far less
threat to the coastline and could be more safely and effectively monitored for the
public benefit than many small plants.

4) The project as a whole seems overwhelming large, and commercially oriented-- to
the extent that it negates the intrinsic environmental and human values of an open,
beautiful and historic segment of our precious coastline.

Thank you for your consideration of my views. | appreciate very much the time and
effort you devote to your service as a Coastal Commissioner!

Sincerely,

Ve £t
Nada Kovalik RECEIVED

JUL 3 4 7008

st o
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APR 15
_ 15 2008 8240 El Camino Estrada
CALIFORN!A Carmel CA, 93923 USA
COASTAL COMMISSION Tel. 831-625-5316

CENTRAL COAST 6REA
April 12, 2008
California Coastal Commission
Attn: Susan Craig
725 Front St. Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Ocean View Plaza

Dear Ms. Craig;
I am a 30-year resident of the Monterey Peninsula, and I have dealt
extensively with water-supply issues.

The State Water Resources Control Board, having waited for 13 years for
California American Water Co. to comply with their Order 95-10, is about to enforce a
Cease and Desist order on Cal-Am, which will further diminish the Monterey
Peninsula’s already inadequate water supplies.

Objections to the desalination plant proposed by Ocean View Plaza
developers come under two headings:

1. Discharge of waste brines near Cannery Row in Monterey is
environmentally unacceptable, given the variety of marine life and the
Marine Sanctuary at that location.

2. The scale of this project will add materially to the Peninsula’s population
and thus to its demand for more water beyond the site of the project.
Given SWRCB’s Cease and Desist order,any such increase is totally
unacceptable. ’

We support your staff in opposition to Ocean View Plaza

k\ﬁ M oy

Robert Greenwood <

J#2 96
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Edward J. Davidson AUG 0 5 2008
CALIFORNIA 200 Button Street #15
COASTAL COMMISSION Santa Cruz, CA 95060
CENTRAL COAST AREA TEL/FAX 831 423-9204
MEMORANDUM OF INQUIRY

To: California Coastal Commission and Attorney General

Subject: Proposed sale of state tidelands at “Its Beach” by State Parks Dept. to the City of
Santa Cruz

Date: August 4, 2008

Under court order, State Parks Department must reinstate State Park off-leash dog
regulations at Lighthouse Field State Beach (LFSB). The City of Santa Cruz management
of the park allowed dogs to be off-leash since 1994. Negotiations for the City to purchase
the park have been stalled due to budget constraints. State Parks has now proposed
selling State tidelands at LFSB, locally called Its Beach, to the City of Santa Cruz for
$106,000 to allow dogs to run off leash.

Its Beach is adjacent to and up coast from Pt. Santa Cruz, the northern point of Monterey
Bay. It sits below the City’s West Cliff Drive and bluff-top park opposite Lighthouse
Field S. B. A bluff top park extends over two miles up coast to Natural Bridges S. B.
The 4-500 foot long pocket beach is at the base of a fifty-foot bluff with a twenty-foot
vertical wall and an Ice plant covered 45-degree slope to the coastal terrace. Bluff retreat
may average one to two feet a year with a semi-permanent beach except after winter
storms. The MHT (mean high tide) line was last surveyed in 1927-29.

West ClLiff Drive and its bluff-top park is a unique and popular coastal recreational
resource. [t features a dozen (free) parking bays along its 2 ¥ -mile length and a wide
pedestrian/bicycle path. Activities include world-class surfing at Steamer’s Lane, water-
contact sports with access via a stairway at Its Beach, and walking, jogging, skating, and
cycling along the path. Passive recreation includes views of Sea lions and shore birds,
sailboats on Monterey Bay and waves crashing on the rocks. The Coastal Commission
recently approved a park master plan that included widening the main path and West
Cliff Drive to install bike lanes. A court challenge of the plan was denied and is now
pending appeal.

A brief history of actions affecting Lighthouse Field may be helpful. (Dates approximate)

¢ 1976 — A proposed hotel/convention center/shopping center/condominium project
at Lighthouse Field was denied by the (Prop 20) Coastal Commuission. It received
Y% votes when % votes were required for potential parkland.

® 1979 — State purchase of the 37-acre Lighthouse Field, inland of West Cliff Drive,
for a State Park. Its Beach was already State tidelands.
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1985 — City adopts a LFSB Management Plan; begins managing the park. State
regulations observed, including dogs on leashes.

1994 — City resolution allows off-leash dog runs, during certain hours, for the
entire field and Its Beach. No environmental review required.

2005 — State Parks Commission approves updated Management Plan including
off-leash policy. No environmental review required for the established policy.
2006 — Opponents successfully challenge off-leash policy on environmental
grounds. Court orders State regulations be enforced.

2007 - City enters negotiations for purchase of the park but budget constraints
prevent reaching a settled price. City terminates management agreement; State
Parks enforces leash regulations.

2008 — State Parks agrees to sell Its Beach for $106,000; City authorizes $60,000
for environmental study of impacts of off-leash use at Its Beach.

The proposed sale of State tidelands by State Parks to the City of Santa Cruz should be of
interest to the Coastal Commission, State Lands Commission, and Attorney General. As a
private citizen, the above facts raise certain questions about the proposed sale that I am ill
equipped to answer. My suggestion is that the Coastal Commission and Attorney General
review the following questions at this time in order to minimize future litigation.

1)

2)

3)

4)

— Which State agency is authorized to sell State tidelands to the City of Santa
Cruz: State Parks Dept, State Lands Commission, other? State purchase of
Lighthouse Field was for the 37-acres landward of West Cliff Drive. State
tidelands at Its Beach pre-existed that purchase although State Parks manages that
beach.

— What is the extent of the State claim to land below the MHT line at Its Beach?
The Coastal Commission’s zone of Original Jurisdiction was based on the 1929
Blue Line survey and generally reflects the contours of the bluffs. During the 80-
years since the Blue Line survey there has been considerable bluff retreat (40-fi.
(@ six-inches/year) thus landward migration of the MHT line. Land between the
MHT and toe of the bluff is in City ownership.

—For the purposes of CEQA, who is the proper Lead Agency? State Parks, State
Fish and Game, and the Coastal Commission all have stakes in environmental
review of activities at Its Beach.

— Will City regulation of off-leash dog use and smoking and alcohol prohibitions
prevail? The City has had problems with conflicts between surfers and kayakers
at Steamer’s Lane; access to the water is via a stairway at Its Beach.

Respectfully submitted,

ZJDW/W

Edward J. Davidson, AICP
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